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number of societies, many of which call themselves legal aid 
societies, whose business appears to be that of inducing injured 
persons and employees to make speculative claims for damages, 
too often of an exaggerated, and sometimes even approaching 
a fraudulent, character. It is immaterial how trivial a claim 
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: the means to support the claim; the case is taken up on 
speculation. The methods of some of these legal aid societier 
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have at various times been commented upon by the bench, but 
as yet nothing has been done. In a letter to the Times of the 
2nd inst. the President of the Law Society suggests that the 
law of champerty might be used, though probably legislation 
would be required to cope effectively with the matter. It is well 
known that an immense number of actions for personal injuries 
are brought in the High Court and the county courts, and to 
these must be added the cases which are settled out of court 
to avoid the expense of legal proceedings. One remedy would 
be the appointment of a “ poor man’s lawyer” under the super- 
vision of the Government, a remedy which is supported by the 
example of Scotland. Evils of asimilar character are familiar to 
the American courts, where a class of disreputable practitioners, 
who have earned the name of ‘‘ambulance chasers,” have been 
long known as the promoters of vexatious litigation. 


The Lord Chancellor on Universities. 

THE ADDRESS recently delivered by Lord HALDANE as Chan- 
cellor of the University of Bristol, which is published in the 
current number of the Hilbert Journal, contains an extremely 
interesting estimate of the value of universities, and in particular 
of the new universities, called by him Civic Universities, which 
have recently been established in the leading provincial towns. 
In England the older universities are removed from the large 
centres of population. In Scotland, as Lord HALDANE points 
out, the course has been different, and ‘‘ Edinburgh, Glasgow and 
Aberdeen have for centuries possessed their own universities, to 
the great profit of themselves and the Scottish nation.” The 
same movement has commenced here quite recently, but its pro- 

ress has been rapid. In 1898 London converted the examining 
y, styled a university, into a teaching university, and the pro- 
vincial university towns now include Birmingham, Manchester, 
Liverpool, Leeds, Sheffield and Bristol. Lord HALDANE strongly 
emphasizes the view that the primary object of these Civic 
Universities is the same as that of the clder universities—to 
develop and train the student’s intellectual powers generally, and 
not to produce immediate commercial or industrial results. 
“ Applied science is in its best form only possible on a wide 
foundation of general science. . . . It is only by the possession of 
a trained and developed mind that the fullest capacity can, as a 
general rule, be obtained.” And this broad education is, he 
points out, nesessary, not only for the professional and scientific 
classes, but a'so for those who aspire to the higher positions in 
the civil service. “I was,” he says, “the head, for over six 
years, of a great administrative department, and I fermed the 
opinion that this class of men, with a broad general foundation 
of education of the higher ty ps, was essential in the interests of 
the State.” And Lord HALDANE regards literary training as the 
best element in education. “The most stimulating and useful 





preparation for the general work of the higher civil service is a 
literary training, and of this a classical education is for most men | 
the best form, though not exclusively so.” The expression of 
opinion is carefully guarded, and, in this form, is probably correct. | 
For practical purposes, the mathematical or scientific mind may | 
be more useful in after-life, and in many directions is 
indispensable ; but at an earlier stage these studies cannot well | 
be divorced from a classical and literary education with its 
satisfactory outlook upon the wider provinces of human life. 


The Civic University. 


AND THE object of the Civic University, Lord HALDANE points 
out, is to enlarge the classes who can attain the higher education 


and thereby qualify themselves for advancement. He regards | 


the preference for the older universities in making appointments 
to the civil service as a real grievance to the democracy ; but a 
grievance to be removed by extending the advantages of 
university education, and not by lowering the standard for 
admission. “The true remedy is to break down the class barrier by 
making provision for enabling the youth of eighteen to go on, if 
he is fit to do so, and to qualify himself more highly. Here is where 
the Civic University has a great part to play.” And the newer 
universities may supplement the older ones in points where they 
are deficient. ‘* No one is more keenly conscious than I am that 
there has grown up around Oxford and Cambridge an atmosphere 


growth of the tradition of centuries. It has developed the finest 
qualities in scholarship. But, as a detached observer, I must 
add that this atmosphere and the habits which it has developed 
in us have hindered as wel! as helped.” Probably Lord HALDANE 
profited more from Oxford than Gipeon, but, like Gipson, he 
appears to have found the atmosphere not altogether satis 
fying ; and yet his reference to the late T. H. GREEN, one 
of the great Oxford thinkers of the nineteenth century, 
shews that Oxford has produced striking men though the 
tutorial system may not always bring the undergraduate under 
their influence. This, says, Lord HALDANE, in sarcastic vein, 
“is perbaps the reason why the typical average undergraduate in 
England, as one sees him after he leaves the university, appears 
to bear the marks of a tratning which has been social rather than 
intellectual, and to be somewhat lacking in awareness of his own 
limitations.” Lord HALDANE looks to the Civic Universities to 
produce better results in the average student than the older 
universities have done, and he sees no limit to what may be their 
development in the next hundred years. He anticipates that 
they will become the dominant and shaping power in our system 
of national education. For one thing, it is in the higher educa- 
tion that the religious difficulty tends to disappear, and Lord 
HALDANE hopes that with the development of higher education 
the tendency may permeate down to the lower schools. This is 
a speculation which we cannot pursue ; but he rightly calls atten- 
tion to one characteristic feature of the new universities, 
namely, that they are freely opened to women as well as men. 
“This is an advance which it is difficult to overrate, and in days 
to come its influence for good may prove to be very great.” 
Lord HaLpANg’s address is a generous recognition of the 
importance of the new universities, and, coming from one of bis 
eminence, should be an encouragement to those who are 
interested in them. 
Medical Benefit Under the National Insurance Act. 
THE LONG controversy between the doctors and the Govern 
ment as to the terms on which the National Insurance Act is to 
come into operation is very possibly nearing its end. It seems 
that the:e will be by no means a general failure of the medieal 
benefit provided for by the Act, but there will at present be 
sufficient failure to make it important to notice the alternative 
which the Act offers. By section 15 {1) “every insurance 
committee shall, for the purpose of administering medical 
benefit, make arrangements with duly qualified medical practi- 
tioners in accordance with regulations made by the Insurance 
Commissioners; and sub-section (2) provides for the medical 
panels which have been and still are the subject of such acute 
controversy. It includes a direction (c) that the arrangements 
of the insurance committees sha!] secure “a right on the part of 
any insured personof selecting at such periods as may be pre: cribed, 
from the appropriate list, the practitioner by whom he wishes to 
be attended and treated,” subject to the Gonsent of the 
practitioner. At the end of the sub-section is the proviso, that 
if the panels are not filled, the Insurance Commissioners may 
dispense with the system, “and authorize the committee to make 
such other arrangements as the Commissioners may approve ;’ 


'or the Commissioners ‘‘may suspend the right to medical 


benefit in respect of any insured persons in the area for such 
period as they think fit, and pay to each such person a sum 
equal to the estimated cost of his medical benefit during that 
period.” Thus the Act distinctly marks out the course which, 
under existing circumstances, the Insurance Commissioners may, 
in a good many districts, have to adopt. As to the terms which 
have been offered to the doctors, and which have been largely 
rejected, we, of course, offer no opinion; but, assuming the 
adequacy of the remuneration ultimately arranged, a system of 
health insurance appears to be beneficial not only to the patients, 
but also to the doctors. It affords the latter a fixed income 
without depriving them of the advantages and incentives of 
private practice in addition. It combines, in fact, the fixity of a 
civil service appointment with the opportunities for individual 
effort. 

The Appointment of Justices. 


WE TOOK occasion last week, in connection with a recent well- 
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known case, to notice the satisfactory manner in which magis- 
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terial duties are in general performed. A correspondent of the 
Times (31st ult.) calls attention to the results, as regards the 
composition of the benches, which have followed from the report 
in 1910 of the Royal Commission on the Selection of Justices of 
the Peace. That commission, it will be remembered, was 
appointed in consequence of the preponderance among magis- 
trates of one political party—a preponderance which Lord 
LOREBURN very properly declined to remove by the whole- 
sale appointment of magistrates of the other party. The 
committee, in their report, laid down some excellent principles 
as to the selection of magistrates, and they made one important 
suggestion for the assistance of the Lord Chancellor, namely, the 
appointment in counties and boroughs of advisory committees. 
But with the functions of the Lord Chancellor they did not pro- 
pose any interference. The ultimate responsibility for the 
appointments was left with him, and in counties the right of 
nomination was left with the Lord Lieutenant. But an effort 
was made to remove the matter from the influence of members of 
Parliament and parliamentary candidates and of political agents, 
and the local knowledge, which is inevitably wanting in the 
Lord Chancellor and the Lords Lieutenant, was to be supplied 
by the advisory committees. As regards the actual choice, it was 
recommended that the area of selection should be wide, and the 
choice comprehensive, so that the bench might include men of 
all social classes and of all shades of creed and political opinion ; 
and the commission observed that it was in the public interest 
that working men, with a first-hand knowledge of the conditions 
of life among their own class, should be appointed to the county 
as well to the borough benches. Of course, as the Times corre- 
spondent points out, these excellent principles are subject to the 
practical possibilities in each locality ; and one result of making 
selections depend upon established reputation rather than on social 
position bas been to advance the age at which justices come on 
the bench. He suggests that, in addition to taking the proved 
men nominated by the advisory committees, the Lords Lieutenant 
should nominate “ young men of good capacity and likely to be 
permanently domiciled in the area, on the understanding that 
they should devote some of their time to a serious study of their 
duties.” The suggestion is excellent ; the question is how to 
find such men except among those whose time is taken up with 
professional occupations. In practice it seems to mean stipendi- 
ary magistrates. 

Constructive ‘“‘ Breaking” by a Burglar. 

ENGLISH LAWYERS and English judges, like other Englishmen, 
are apt to possess a hearty scorn for academic speculation and 
metaphysical reasoning, yet, curiously enough, there is probably 
no system of law, except the Roman, which is built up on the 
ingenious subtleties called “legal fictions ” to so great an extent 
as ours. Criminal law, in particular, is full of those fanciful 
theories by which conduct of one kind is brought within a very 
different category of actions by the relentless use of that happy 
adjective “constructive.” An interesting illustration of this 
tendency is found in the recent case of Rex v. Alfred Candler 
(ante, p. 160). CHANDLER was convicted of housebreaking at the 
Birmingham Assizes, and sentenced to seven years’ penal 
servitude ; he appealed against his conviction to the Court of 
Criminal Appeal. On the admitted facts, his modus operandi 
had been simple enough. He desired to “ burgle ” a pawnbroker’s 
shop, and picked up acquaintance with the pawnbroker’s 
assistant; the latter he persuaded to furnish him with the keys 
of shop and safe, so that he could get a false key made. He 
then opened the shop door at night with the false key, and ran 
into the arms of the police. The assistant had really been act- 
ing under the instructions of the force, and had given CHANDLER 
the keys with their connivance in order tocatch him. Now, one 
of the ingredients of the felony known as housebreaking is 
that there must be a “breaking” into and “ unlawful entry ” 
of the burgled premises by the accused. In the ordinary sense 
of the term the prisoner, obviously, had not broken into the 
premises atall. But criminai law has long since passed beyond 
the ordinary user of words, and “ constructive breaking” is the 
phrase employed to cover many ingenious extensions of their 
meaning. ‘The prisoner need not break anything ; it is enough 
ifhe draws a bolt, turns a key found in the door, or lifts a latch 


(3 Coke’s Inst. 64). Indeed, to raise a cellar flap or push up & 
window which is not fastened at all has been held sufficient 
(Rex v. Russell, 1 Moo, 377; Rez v. Haines, R. & R. 451). 
Strangely enough, if he finds a door or window partly open, he is 
not guilty of breaking (Rex v. Smith, 1 Moo. 178)—so tender is 
the law of logical distinctions minute enough to satisfy the most 
metaphysical mind! But the strangest of these impalpable distinc- 
tions between crime and innocence has yet to be stated. If the 
felon, by the use of force or fraud, induces some member of the 
household to leave the door open for him, then he is guilty of eon- 
structive breaking: ¢.g. if he induces an inmate to open the door 
by pretending that he wishes to speak to someone in the house 
(1 Hawkins P. C. 287). But if the pretence fails to deceive, ¢.g. 
if the inmate guesses there is a burglar at the door and opens 
it at his request, but withfintent to trap him, then there is no 
breaking—the door has been opened by consent (/egina v. 
Johnson, Car. & M. 218). An ingenious attempt was made by counsel 
on behalf of CHANDLER to shew that the opening by means of a 
false key given in order to trap him was within the spirit of this 
last-named case; but the Court of Criminal Appeal was not 
sportsmanlike enough to allow the analogy to convince it. 


Position of the Birkbeck Bank. 

IN AN unreported case which came before His Honour Judge 
WoopFAtL at Westminster County Court some days ago (ante, 
p. 161),that learned judge had to apply in unexpected circumstances 
the well-known decisions of the Supreme Court to the effect that 
the banking operations of the Birkbeck Building Society were ultra 
vires, and failed to bind the shareholders. The liquidator of the 
bank found that a small sum in the nature of an overdraft “was 
due by one of the depositors to the bank: he had been allowed 
to draw against a cheque paid in by him, which subsequently was 
dishonoured. The depositor, who was not a shareholder in the 
building society, pleaded that the overdraft was ultra vires f the 
society, and therefore could not be recovered ; and thi plea the 
judge sustained. Since in Re Birkbeck Permanent Benefit Building 
Society (28 T. L. R. 451), the court held that the claims of 
depositors with the Birkbeck Bank are postponed to those of 
creditors and shareholders of the building suciety, the decision 
seems reasonable enough. The rationale of the judgment in the 
case just quoted was that the depositors had made a loan to 
a society which had no borrowing powe1s —of which fact they 
were deemed to have notice—and so could not put forward a 
common law claim as creditors; they were merely entitled to 
the benefit of a somewhat obscure equity, under which they 
could claim to enjoy any addition made by their contributions 
to the funds of the ‘society. This addition could only be 
calculated when all the liabilities of the society (to its creditors 
and its shareholders) had been satisfied in full out of its assets ; 
the residue, after that has been done, may be treated as the 
enhancement of a trust-fund by the contributions of a stranger, 
and must be repaid to him. Such appears to be the nature of 
the equity enjoyed by ultra vires lenders in such a case, aslaid down 
by Sir Gkorce JessELin the Guardian Building Society (23 Ch. 
D. 440), and followed by the Court of Appeal in the Birkbeck 
case (supra). But if we have misunderstood it, then we err in 
good company, since Lord Justice FLETCHER MOULTON, as he 
then was, professed himself quite unable to understand the 
precise nature of Sir GEORGE JESSEL’S equity (28 T. L. R. 451, 
at p. 456). What is quite certain is, that the equity which is to 
seek cannot be inthe nature of subrogation, since, had it been so, 
the depositors would have been entitled to claim the securities 
which the society obtained by lending its deposits to mortgagors 
of land and houses. Nor is itin the nature of a “tracing judg- 
ment,” since the lender cannot identify the investments into 
which his deposit account has been converted. But, whatever the 
nature of this baffling and elusive equity may be, it does not 
make the depositor’s transaction with the society a valid trans- 
action. Since, then, the transactions between bank and customer 
are wholly ultra vires, it seems to follow that neither bank nor 
customer can sue at common law in respect of the mutual obliga- 
tions incidental to their relationship. If the customer cannot 
sue for the balance of his deposit, but must await the contingent 
benefit of a remote equity after satisfaction of all other 





participants in the assets of the society, then neither can the 
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society sue the customer. This seems common sense as well as 


common law. 
Maintenance by a Trade Union. 


HARD CASES proverbially make bad law, but Mr. Justice 
Swinren Eapy must have felt a very considerable temptation 
to obey this rule in Oram v. Hutt (ante, p. 199). Certain 
slanderous attacks on the officials of a Warwickshire trade union 
were doing so much damage to the union itself that its governing 
body authorized its solicitors to take proceedings on behalf 
of the officials against the tort feasors. The rules of the union 
did not in fact contain any provision authorizing the taking of 
such proceedings. The action*was successful ; the plaintiffs 
obtained the relief prayed for, and an order for costs against 
the defendants, but these were not paid, and the union 
accordingly recouped its solicitors out of its own funds. A 
member subsequently brought an action in the Chancery Division 
for a declaration that such payment was wifra vires, and for an 
order that the solicitors be directed to repay the money to the 
union. ‘Iwo grounds were alleged as the foundation of this 
action. In the first place a trade union is now regarded at 
law as strictly tied down to the objects contained in its rules and 
to matters necessarily incidental to their performance (fHowden’s 
Case, 1905, A. C. 262, and Osborne's Case (1910, A.C. 94); the 
assistance of itsservants to clear their defamed reputations by 
an action in tort was not one of those objects. Again, such 
assistance amounts to the tort of maintenance, since the union 
has no direct interest in the suit : Alabaster v. Harness (1895, 
1 Q.B. 339). Mr. Justice Swinren EApy saw no logical answer 
to those arguments, and followed the last-named case in declaring 
the conduct of the union illegal, as well as ultra vires under the 
former cases. The case suggests to us that the time has surely 
come when our antiquated common law rule as t 
maintenance requires to be modified, if not altogether abolished, 
by the Legislature. 

Dedication of a Highway. 

ONCE A highway, always a highway, is vue of the elementary 
maxims of local government law. But while the owner who 
dedicates a way to the public-at-large finds that the law jealously 
and readily clothes it with that public character, he soon discovers 
that it is not so easy to make the ratepayer take over the burden 
of repairing it. Prior to 1835 this was not so. At common 
law, the moment a highway became dedicated to the public, 
the inhabitants of the parish were under a liability to repair 
it, unless they could shew that some person or corporation was 
under that liability by such exceptional modes as rutione ftenurae 
or ratione clausurae, or under some private Act of Parliament. 
But, to relieve the public of this burden, section 23 of the High- 
way Act, 1835, enacted that the mee acceptance of a highway 
dedicated to them does not impose on them liability to repair it ; 
before that can arise, the owner must make it up to the satis 
faction of the surveyors, and comply with certain formalities 
which result in a certificate of justices declaring it repairable 
by the inhabitants-at-large. But soon the ingenuity of lawyers 
found a loophole out of this provision; it was argued that the 
section only applied in the case of an express dedication ; if the 
dedication was proved by prescriptive user, then the owner must 
be presumed to have fulfilled these formalities and obtained a 
lost certificate of the justices: see [/ealey v. Corporation of Batley 
(1875, L. R. 19 Eq. 393). This mode of evading the statute, 
however, bas now been declared inva'id by the Court of Appeal : 
Cababé v. Walton-on-Thames (ante p. 199). No such presump- 
tion, the court held, can be made as to the former existence of a 
lost. certificate. 


Rarely, says the Globe, has a year witnessed so few additions to the 


Statute Book. The only new Act of any special interest to the legal 
practitioner is the Criminal Law Amendment Act, by which the appre 
hension of the procurer has been made more easy and hie punishment 
more severe. Neither the County Courts Bill nor the Bankruptcy Bill 
has the slightest chance of being paseed during the remainder of the 


Session, and the prospects of the Bill strengthening the Judicial Com 
mittee by creating two additional Lordships of Appeal are scarcely more 
promising. The failure of the Government to secure the passing of 
the last-named Bill is particularly to be regretted. 





The Doctrine of “ Respondeat 


Superior.” 


Pernaps few cases recently decided by the final Court of 
Appeal are so interesting and important to the legal profession 
as that of Lloyd (Pauper) v. Grace, Smith, & Co. (1912, A. C, 
717), in which the House of Lords, overruling the Court of 
Appeal, held that a principal is liable for the fraud of bis agent 
acting within the scope of his authority, whether the fraud is 
committed for the benefit of the principal or for the benefit of 
the agent. The decision is of practical importance to solicitors, 
because the principal in question happened to be a solicitor, the 
agent was his managing clerk, and the fraud was of a kind which 
is practically impossible for solicitors to prevent, although they 
can secure themselves against the consequent liability (as Lord 
MACNAGHTEN points out in his judgment) by making their con- 
fidential clerks take out fidelity polivies. And the principle laid 
down is of great interest to the jurist, for it is an authoritative 
decision on a vexed question of the common law, which arises 
not infrequently in every-day life, and as to which there exist 
judicial dicta and decisions which cannot be wholly reconciled 
with one another. Indeed, the opinion of the Court of Appeal, 
now overruled, is probably the one which hitherto has been most 
generally held by practitioners. 

The facts of the case are in themselves simple, and are most 
luminously set out in the judgment delivered by Lord 
MACNAGHTEN—one of those brilliant judgments, striking alike 
in substance and in the elegance of their literary style, of which 
we owe so many to that learned law-lord. The plaintiff, a 
widow, had invested all her small means in the purchase of some 
cottages, and in a mortgage over some property at Liverpool. 
The vendor's solicitors had been Messrs. GRACE, Smitu & Co., a 
local firm of high standing, the sole partner in which devoted 
much of his time to public life, and left the conduct of bis 
business to a large extent in the hands of his managing clerk, o: e 
SANDLES. The widow consulted SANDLEs as to her property, 
and—to make a long story short—was artfully swindled by bira 
into conveying the property to bim in the belief that he was 
realizing it for her benefit. When the principal discovered the 
fraud, the property had already been converted to his own uscs 
by SaNDLES. In these circumstances the widow sued the firm 
for the replacement of her property. Her action was based alter- 
natively in contract and in tort ; but in either case the founda- 
tion of her claim was the liability of the firm as principals for 
the fraud of their agent—as to which their complete innocence 
was admitted by everyone. Mr. Justice ScruTTON found in the 
widow's favour ; the Court of Appeal reversed this judgment, 
Lord Justice VAUGHAN WILLIAMS dissenting; but the House 
of Lords, by the unanimous vote of five judges, restored the 
judgment of the tribunal of first instance, and affirmed, in 
unmistakeable language, the liability of principals for the frauds 
of their agents in cases such as the present. Now it is, of 
course, not only very old but also very elementary law, that 
anyone who either authorizes or procures a tort to te com- 
mitted by another is responsible for that tort as if he had 
committed it himself ; qui fucit per alium facit per se. But the 
doctrine of Respondeat superior goes much farther than this ; it 
holds that anyone who employs an agent to carry out some 
undertaking is liable to third parties for the acts of that agent, 
whether expressly or impliedly authorized by him. Acts to 
which this liability extends have long been recognized as being 
of three somewhat distinct kinds: namely, contracts, torts, and 
frauds (whether common law wrongs or delicts recognized only 
in equity). But the exact nature and limits of the liability have 
only gradually been recognized in each one of these cases. Until 
the case of Hambro v. Burnand (1904, 2 K. B. 10), the limits uf 
contractual liability remained unsettled. Until Beard v. London 
General Omnibus Co. (1900, 2 Q. B. 530), the limits in tort were 
still in dispute. And as regards fraudulent acts, the case on 
which we are commenting is the first which can be regarded as 
laying down an unequivocal rule upon the point. We propose 
to consider briefly each of these three kinds of liability in 
turn, 
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As regards contracts the principle seems reasonably clear. It 
is a simple example of the common law doctrine of estoppel. If 
a person holds out to the world that another is his agent, whether 
with limited or unlimited authority, then he treats that agent as 
an instrument to make contracts for him, almost like his seal or 
his signature ; he represents that the contracts made by the 
instrument are his own, and he is estopped from denying that 
they have his assent, except to persons who have notice that 
the contract in dispute was, in fact, unauthorized. When the 
authority is limited, for example, anyone who deals with the 
agent must see that the contract made by him is within his 
actual authority, otherwise it does not bind the principal. Thus, 
in the recent case of Russo-Chinese Bank vy. Ji (1910, A. C. 174), 
the bank was held not liable for promises made by a compradore 
to a customer, since compradores are known to be limited agents 
without authority to do more than effect introductions for the 
bank. But when the ostensible agency is unlimited, then the 
principal is bound by any contract within the usual scope of the 
agent’s authority, even when the agent enters into the contract 
for his own purposes entirely and without any desire to benefit 
his principal (Hambrov. Burnand, supra). In the case of contract, 
then, it is clear that the scope of the agent's authority is the 
determining factor, and not the intention with which he makes 
the contract. The intention is irrelevant ; it does not matter 
whether he intends to benefit his employer or not. But as regards 
contracts this point remained open until 1905, when the Court 
of Appeal decided Hambro v. Burnand (supra). 

Now, let us turn to the case of torts committed by an agent 
acting in the course of bis employment. Here for a long time 
the ground of liability was not clear. Until the decision of 
Limpus v. General Omnibus Co., in 1862 (1 H. & C. 526), the 
trend of legal opinion was that a master or principal could only 
be liable for torts which he actually authorized, For, it was 
argued, the commission of illegal acts, whether torts or crimes, 
can never be implied as an ordinary part of the employee’s duty. 
But in Limpus’ case this doctrine was overruled ; it was expressly 
held that an omnibus company is liable for the torts committed 
by its drivers (usually acts of negligence), even when they consist 
in breach of a rule made by the master for the governance of 
his servant, provided the servant does the act in the exercise of 
his discretion as to the conduct of his employer’s affairs. In the 
later case of Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank (L. R. 2 Ex. 
259), Mr. Justice WILLES expressed the principle in language 
which has become classic, but which, as we shall presently see, has 
given rise to a peculisr difficulty when the wrong alleged is in 
the nature of fraud. ‘The general rule,” he said, “is that the 
master is answerable for every wrong of the servant or 
agent, committed in the course of the service and for 
the master’s benefit, though no express command. or privity 
of the master be proved.” It only remains to point out here 
one difficulty which quickly arose. Wrongs committed “in 
the course of the service” do not mean all wrongs committed 
“during the hours in which the master employs the servant.” 
They do notinclude (a) acts which the servant does when out on a 
frolic of his own (Mitchell v. Crassweller, 1853, 13 C. B. 237) ; nor 
(+) acts which the servant is not employed to do—e.g., where a 
conductor usurps the functions of driver, and by his negligence 
causes a collision: Beard v. General Omnilus Co. (1900, 2 Q. B. 530). 
In the first case the servant is acting outside his authority 
altogether, and in the second case in excess of it. Therefore the 
principle of estoppel, based on holding out the agent as authorized, 
clearly does not apply (Story on Agency, sec. 456). 

But, when we turn to the case of fraudulent acts committed 
by the agent, whether or not they are common law torts, we 
find that thé greatest difficulty has arisen in determining the 





exact nature (if any) of the principal’s liability. So long ago as 
1700 Chief Justice Hott, who loved to import into the common | 
law the principles of Roman law, held that an innocent principal | 
was liable, civiliter not criminaliter, for the deceit of one particular 
class of agent, his factor (Hern vy. Nichols, 1 Salk. 289). But this 
case may have turned on the special relationship of mercbant and | 
factor, since the latter is entrusted with the possession of the 
principal’s goods. In any event, it did not commend itself to 
judicial opinion ; and in Udell v. Atherton (7H. & N. 172), a case 


decided so recently as 1861, the Court of Exchequer Chamber 
—-its members being equally divided—held that an innocent 
principal could never be made liable for fraud by his agent, even 
though he benefited by it. In other words, cases of fraud 
were regarded as necessarily in excess of an agent's authority, 
and thus entirely outside the principle of Lespondeat superior. 
But this rule, when the principal benefited by the fraud, was 
abhorrent to the maxim that a man cannot both approbate and 
repfobate ; and so in 1867 the Court of Exchequer Chamber 
definitely abandoned it whenever it could be shewn that the fraud 
was for the principal’s benefit (Burwick v. English Joint Stock Bank, 
supra). From that time on, in cases of fraud (not creating a con- 
tractual liability), judicial opinion generally assumed that two 
conditions must be proved before the liability of the innocent 
principal is established : (1) the act must be within the scope of 
the agent’s authority, and (2) it must be for the master’s 
benefit. Two very weighty judges have left dicta to this effect, 
namely, Lord Justice Bowen in British Mutual Banking Co, v. 
Charnwood Forest Railway Co. (1887, 18 Q. B. D., at p. 718), and 
Lord Davery in Rulen v. Great Fingall Consolidated (1906, A. C., 
at p. 465). But these dicta are now expressly overruled by the 
House of Lords in Lloy/! v. Grace, Smith & Co. (supra). The 
question of “benefit to the master” has been excluded in the 
case of frauds, as in the case of other torts and of contracts. 

The correct principle, as stated in Lord MACNAGHTEN’S 
judgment, which is expressly approved by all his fellow judges, 
is the explanation of Burwick’s case given by Lord BLACKBURN 
in Houldsworth v. City of Glasgow Bank (1880, 5 App. Cas., at 
p. 339): “The substantial point decided was, as I think, that 
an innocent principal was civilly responsible for the fraud of his 
authorized agent, acting within his authority, to the same extent 
as if it was his own fraud.” The expressions “ acting within his 
authority,” “acting in the course of his employment,” and 
“acting within the scope of his agency” are declared by Lord 
MACNAGHTEN to be various modes of expressing the same 
principle; sometimes one is the more apt to describe the 
relationship and sometimes another. But in every case, it is 
now clear, all subjective intentions of the agent, all questions of 
inquiry into the “cui bono” of his fraud, are completely 
irrelevant. The only question is, whether or not he was acting 
“within his usual authority” when he committed the fraud. 
If so, the principal is liable ; if not, he escapes. 








The Late Mr. William Godden. 


Mr. Wittt,Am Goppen, the* senior partner in the firm of GoppEN, 
Son & Hoimu, of 34, Old Jewry, London, died on the 23rd of 
December, at the age of eighty. He was engaged in active business 
to the last, having been at his office on the Friday preceding his 
death, and he was on the very day of his death engaged on a rural 
housing scheme in which he hoped to utilize his great professional 
knowledge to the public benefit. 

Mr. Goppen was born at Tenterden in 1832, and commenced his 
education at the Manor House School there. From Tenterden 
he proceeded to University College School, of which Mr. Hewrrr 
Key was then principal, and proved his mental power by 
winning prizes in various subjects; and in 1848 he entered 
University College and studied mathematics under Professor Dr 
Morcan, to whose power as a mathematician and as a teacher he 
always paid the highest testimony. He took his degree as Bachelor 
of Arts in 1851, and subsequently proceeded to the degree of LL.B. 
He was articled to Mr. Joun TILLEARD, of 34, Old Jewry, in 1852, 
and was admitted solicitor in 1855. Shortly afterwards he joined 
the firm of Messrs. TructEARD, Son & FreeMAN, which then 
consisted of Mr. Jonn Trttearp, Mr. Tuomas TILLEarD, and Mr. 
Dante. A. Freeman. On Mr. Freeman’s retirement Mr. JAMES 
Witson Home became a partner, and the firm name was changed 
to TILLEARD, Son, Goppen, & Hotme. Mr. Joun TreLearp died 
about 1870 and Mr. THomas TILLEARD in 1883, and the business 
continued under the name of Gopprey, Hotmes, & Co. Mr. JAMES 
Vitson Houme died in 1892. Atthe present time the firm includes 
Mr. Witrrep. GoppEeNn, son of the late Mr. WILLIAM GOoDDEN, 
Mr. Ranpie F. Witson Hote, son of Mr. James Witson Home, 
and Mr. Maurice 8. Warp, who joined it in 1886, 1891, and 1908 
respectively. Mr. GopprN was a member of the Council of the 
Law Society from 1883 to 1908, and was President in 1897-8, At 
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the meeting of the Council of the Law Society held on the 22nd 
July, 1898, the late Sir Joun Hortams proposed the following 
resolution, which was carried unanimously :—“ That the cordial 
thanks of the Council be given to Mr. Wittiam Goppen for 
his invaluable services as President of the Society. During Mr. 
GoppEn’s year of office several questions of importance, as well to the 
public as to the profession, have engaged the attention of the 
Council, in respect of which Mr. GoppeN has rendered valuable 
assistance, and it is desired particularly to recognize his great 
services in relation to the Bill now pending in Parliament, and 
likely, it is believed, to become law, for the amendment of the Com- 
panies Act, 1867. Mr. GoppEn has also taken an active part with 
respect to the Bill for a Teaching University for London, and to the 
Parliamentary grant to the Society in relief of the expenses connected 
with the disciplinary branch of the Society’s functions. The 
Council also desire to recognize the great assistance rendered by Mr. 
GopDEN on the reissue of the ‘ Digest of Decisions and Opinions on 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881’ of which he was the 
originator. The Council have much pleasure in expressing their 
appreciation of the ability and assiduity of Mr. GoppEn in dealing 
with the foregoing and other subjects, and his unassuming and 
courteous conduct in the chair.” 

Mr. GoppeEN took an active interest in the affairs of the Law Society 

particularly in the questions of legal education, land transfer, and 
the reform of the law relating to companies. His presidential 
address, delivered at the annual provincial meeting held at Sheffield 
in 1897, contained useful suggestions for the reform of company law ; 
in particular, suggestions for making debentures less dangerous to 
ordinary creditors ; and he cortributed papers to the meetings at 
York 1n 1886, on “ Searches before Completion of Land Transfer ” ; at 
Liverpool in 1895, “ On the Work and Extension of the Law Society” ; 
at Weymouth in 1900, on “Solicitors’ Book-keeping and separate 
Banking Accounts for Clients’ Moneys ;” and at Leeds in 1905, “On 
Clients’ Moneys.” He was also the author, with Mr. Stramrorp 
Hutton, of a work on the Companies Acts. On his retirement 
from the Council in 1908, the Council recorded their appreciation 
of him as follows:—“ Mr. Goppen, President in 1897-1898, and 
Chairman of the Examination Committee since 1901, has added to 
this special and educational work a mastery over, and untiring zeal 
and ability upon, the important subject of land transfer, which have 
commanded universal respect and confidence. The Council trust 
that the profession may still have the advantage of his knowledge 
and aid upon this absorbing subject.” 

As indicated by the resolution quoted above, Mr. Goppen took 
great interest in the University of London, and he served as 
representative of the Law Society on the Senate of the 
University from 1900 to 1906. He was one of the original 
members of the Senate of the reconstituted university and, on the 
completion of the first period for which he was appointed, be was, 
in 1903, re-appointed by the Law Society for the further period 
1903-1907. He, however, resigned his membership of the Senate in 
November, 1906, before the completion of this second period. Dur- 
ing the time Mr. GoppEN was a member of the Senate he served on 
the Standing Committee for Laws which was appointed in December, 
1900, to consider the subjects for legal examinations. This committee, 
after an exhaustive inquiry into the matters referred to them, 
reported to the Senate in May, 1902, and it is largely on its findings 
that the laws curriculum of the university is now based. He also 
served on the Committee of the Legal Members of the Senate from 
the constitution of that Committee in June, 1903, to his retirement 
from the Senate, and on the Faculty of Laws Revision Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Goppen held very strong views as to the interference by the 
State with individual freedom of contract. “I regret,” he said in 
the Presidential address already referred to, “any displacement of 
individual industry in favour of an enervating system of official 
State administration, because I believe that, as a rule, work is not so 
well done by officials who receive the same secure pay whether they 
exert themselves or not, and whatever their skill and ability, as by 
individuals whose living depends on their prompt care and attention, 
and whose original and continuing fitness is guaranteed by a process 
of natural selection involved in competition.” He was throughout 
his long life a strenuous and uncompromising opponent of beauro- 
cracy and officialism in every form. He believed in individual 
liberty, and considered that business men were the best judges of their 
own affairs ; and he resented the attacks upon the freedom of the 
individual which have characterized recent legislation. He was also a 
strong and consistent advocate of the common law as against statute 
law, and was consequently an opponent of any system of codifica- 
tion ot the law, because he considered that codification tended to 
crystallize the law, rendering it less elastic and less capable of 
adaptation to changing circumstances. In addition to the direct 
services which Mr. GoppEN rendered to the profession, his career 
was such as worthily to maintain its reputation and dignity, 





Reviews. 
Legal History. 


A Suorr History or Eneiish Law. By Epwarp Jenks, 
Principal and Director of Legal Studies of the Law Society, 
Methuen & Co. 

Mr. Jenks has added by this volume to the debt of gratitude which 
the legal student already owes him for the admirable little manuals 
he has produced on Local Government, Modern Land Law, and Law 
and Politics in the Middle Ages. The same comprehensive scholar- 
ship and broad point of view which marked the last-named work 
characterize this one also; Mr. Jenks is always courageous in 
arriving at a couclusion of his own, and never afraid of deriving what 
assistance he can from economics and sociology. John Stuart Mill 
said that no man who was merely an economist and nothing else 
would ever write a really useful book on Political Economy, and 
the same may be said about Legal History. Mere knowledge of 
case law and statute law is of little use when the jurist proceeds to 
interpret the mind of primitive or medizval man ; it will only lead 
him astray. The sympathetic imagination of the anthropologist, 
and the social understanding of the economist, are needful to him who 
would attempt to give a plausible explanation of wer and wite, of the 
manorial system and trial by ordeal, of Yaltarum’s Case and the 
strange doctrine of assumpsit. Mr. Jenks possesses both these 
qualifications, as well as the further necessary one of a patient mind 
willing slowly to accumulate facts and to undertake the drudgery 
of antiquarian research. The result is the production of an extremely 
interesting and markedly readable book, which, in some 400 pages, 
summarizes the leading features of our institutaonal development, 
from the time of Alfred the Great to that of George V. 

In the first part, of course, Mr. Jenks has laid under contribution 
the illuminating work of Maitland—master of all who attempt this 
field. For the later middle ages his chief assistance has apparently 
come from Houldsworth’s History of English Law, and the various 
volumes published by the Selden Society which treat of that epoch. 
For the last three centuries Mr. Jenks has had to rely chiefly on his 
own researches, and here—it must be candidly confessed—his work 
is less sound and less instructive than elsewhere. We cannot say 
that Mr. Jenks’ account of the modern evolution of torts, contracts, 
equities, land law, or civil procedure is altogether happy ; there is a 
lack of insight about it. A lawyer who had to argue before Mr. 
Justice Parker or the Court of Appeal some complicated question 
of consideration, negligence, priorities, or perpetuities would not find 
here any clue to the lines along which p od principles have been 
developing. But, when all due allowance is made for a certain lack 
of complete insight into the present day mentality of our judges, a 
failure in that grasp of principles which we find in such writers as 
Beven, Salmond, and Gray—whose masterpieces in Negligence, 
Torts, and the Rule of Perpetuities are in their way unique—Mr. 
Jenks has displayed in his little work so many qualities of the 
legal historian as greatly to outweigh an occasional falling short of 
the highest excellence. We specially commend to the student 
Chapter IT. on sources of the Common Law, Chapter VIT. on New 
Interests in Land, Chapter XIII. on Modern Authorities, and 
Chapter NIX on Modern Civil Procedure. We feel little doubt, 
indeed, that the average law-student everywhere will not take 
long in finding out that this work is a great improvement upon 
those manuals from which hitherto he has derived his know- 
ledge of legal history. From beginning to end it has that personal 
and interesting touch which only real talent of a high order can 
confer upon a book. 


The Yearly County Court Practice. 

Tue Yearty County Court Practice, 1913. Edited by His 
Honour Judge Woopra.t and E. H. Trnpat AtKrnson, Barrister- 
at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 25s. 

This is the seventeenth edition of the well-known County Court 
Practice which was associated so long with the name of its first 
editor, the late Mr. Pitt-Lewis, K.C. The present edition is on the 
lines of its predecessors; it is divided into the usual two volumes, 
the first of which deals with the General Jurisdiction (at law, in 
equity, and in Admiralty), conferred on the County Court by the 
statutes of 1888 and 1903, the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
and the Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts of 1868 and 1869. The second 
volume summarizes and expounds the great multitude of special 
enactments (e.y. the Agricultural Holdings Acts) which have added 
to the labours of a county court judge some special and exceptional 
duty. In the first volume are inserted the County Court Rules, and 
we are glad to find that the new ones recently introduced are fully 
explained ; they introduce many small changes which require to be 
noticed by every process-clerk. In the second volume the National 
Insurance Act, 1911, and the somewhat complex rules relating thereto, 
are inserted. Costs are tabulated at the end of the first, and forms are 
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set out in the second, of the two volumes. The most valuable feature 
of this work, in our opinion and experience, is the fact that—like 
both the better-known High Court Practices—it sets out the orders 
and rules of the county court, with elaborate commentary, in their 
proper numerical arrangement, a mode of exposition which greatly 
assists the practitioner who has to find a reference while on his legs 
addressing an impatient court. 





Local Government. 


LocaL GoVERNMENT, 1911-12. By ALEXANDER Macmorray, K.C., 
and KENNETH MAcMmoRRAN, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 
20s. net. 


This is the third volume of a series in which the learned editors have | 


from time to time set out the novel statute and case-law which every 


two or three years adds greatly to the bulk of local government law. | 


The field covered commences with the Ist of January, 1911, and runs 
tothe Ist of September, 1912—a period of some twenty months, 
which were specially active in social legislation, e.g. the National 
Insurance Act, 1911, and the Shops Act, 1912. Owing to the appear- 
ance of this work at the end of the Long Vacation, it has not been 
possible, of course, to include recent cases decided under either of 
these statutes, but rules, circulars, and memoranda are given in full. 
By the ordinary practitioner, no doubt, the book is not likely to be 
required, since it covers a very limited and specialized field, but the 
local government world will recognize in it a new instalment of the 
careful exposition of a complex subject-matter for which a debt of 
gratitude is already due to the editor of Lumley’s Public Health. 





National Insurance. 


Toe Law Recatinc to NatronaL Insurance. WITH AN 
EXPLANATORY INTRODUCTION, THE TEXT OF THE NATIONAL 
INSURANCE Act, 1911, ANNOTATED, AND APPENDICES CONTAINING 
ReGuLaTions, Rues, Orpers, &c., IssuED BY THE INSURANCE 
COMMISSIONERS AND THE BoarD oF TRADE, ACTUARIES’ MEMO- 
rRaANDA, &c. By J. H. Warts, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 12s. 6d. 


The law of national insurance depends primarily on the National 
Insurance Act, 1912, but in addition to this there is a growing mass 
of regulations issued by the Insurance Commissioners, and this 
volume contains in convenient form all the material at present 
available for administering the Act. * In an introduction extend- 
ing over some 70 pages, Mr. Watts gives a useful outline of 
the scheme and provisions of the Act, and then follows the text of 
the Act, with such notes as the brief experience of the Act suggests, 
Perhaps the most important section at the present time is section 15, 
which requires the insurance committees to make arrangements 
with duly qualified medical practitioners for the administration of 
medical benefits under the Act, but contains the proviso that, where 
such practitioners are not available, the Insurance Commissioners 
may pay to the insured persons a sum equal to the estimated cost of 
the medical benefit. In a note to the section Mr. Watts points out 
that, in practice, this course will very probably not give the benefit 
which the assured may expect to get under the Act, but, in this 
respect, we are still watching the course of events. The utility of 
the book is greatly increased by the appendices, which include the 
regulations made by the Insurance Commissioners, sets of model 
rules for approved societies, and the reports of the actuaries as to the 
financial basis of the insurance scheme, both for sickness and 
Some, which were obtained during the pregress of the 

ill. 








Correspondence. 


The Increased Licence Duties—Section 2 of the 
Finance Act, 1912. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I regret that, by a clerical error in the fifth line of my letter 
published in your issue of the 21st Dec., I referred to “brewers and 


their /essors.” In that paragraph I, of course, intended “ brewers 
and their tenants.” I should be glad if you could find space for this 
correction. 

The important point stated in my letter, viz., that the full annual 
value of the entire property as licensed property, must be known to 
enable a fair apportionment to be made, is, I think, illustrated by 
the example in Messrs. O. & Co.’s letter of the 21st Dec., wherein a 
rental of £400 per annum, disclosed by a sub-lease, is shewn to 
reduce the lessor’s contribution from £33 to £15 3s, 9d. 


Am I not right in thinking that the lessor’s contribution would 
have been the latter sum //, as a fact, the trué value was £400 per 
annum, even in the circumstances set out in Messrs. O. & Co.’s 
original letter of the 14th of December, without depending on some 
sub-lease being produced to disclose it ? 

Messrs. O. & Co. may care to consider this further point, 
| viz., if they were now advised that (notwithstanding the £400 per 
; annum disclosed) the true annual value of the property is £600, 

would they vary the calculations accordingly ! 

Such figures are, of course, inconsistent with an increased duty of 
£45 only, but that does not affect the principle. - 

The original calculation was, in my judgment, inconclusive, inas- 
much as it based the apportionment of the increase of the duty 

| upon the £150 per annum displayed asa result of rent paid, plus 
premium, without knowledge if that sum exhausted the annual 
value, or whether there was an annual value beyond it. 

[ should assume the actual rent paid (or the rental equivalent to 
| rent paid plus premium) to be the factor which governs the extent 
of the lessor’s contribution. The full increase of duty should be, as 
| it were, spread over the difference between the unlicensed value and 
the full value of the property as licensed, and divided according to 
the benefit. Sypney A, Smiru, F.S.1. 

22, Chancery-lane, Dee. 24. 


[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter] 

Sir,—May we trouble you, further, in reference to our letter (aute, 
p. 126), and the subsequent correspondence and your article thereon, 
with reference to the nature of the third term of the proportion sum 
required for distribution of the increase of duty? The Comuinis- 
sioners of Customs and Excise have stated (see 1911, Justice of the 
Peace, p. 581) that the distribution, under section 46 of the Finance 
Aet, 1910, of the increase of duty in the case of tied houses, between 
the licence-holder and the person to whom he is tied, is to be 
provided according to the proportion of “ benefit ” received by each. 
Tt appears to us that the same method of distribution is applicable 
in the case of untied houses, under section 2 of the Finance ct, 
1912 ; and that “ benefit” ineans the respective shares taken of the 
trade profits of the house. 

Section 2 gives two terms of the proportion sum required, na:nely 
(1) the amount by which the duty is increased, and (2) the amount 
of the “ benefit” derived by the lessor, viz., the difference between 
the rent received and the rent unlicensed (7.e., the lessor’s share of 
the trade profits), which terms, in the hypothetical figures given » 
you (ante, pp. 106, 141), are put at (1) £10, and (2) £20. But, with 
all deference, we cannot find anything in the Act which makes “ the 
rent of the premises unlicensed ” the third term of the proportion sum. 
In the case given by you, such rent is put at £30, but this £30 is not 
the tenant’s trade profit, and it has no relation to his profits. The 
tenant’s profitfrom a free house rented at £50 per annum would 
probably be at least £100 per annum, and the lessor’s profit being 
put, in the given case, at £20 per annum, the £10 extra duty should, 
in our view, be divided, not “in the ratio of £20 to £30,” but in the 
rativ of £20 to £100, so that the landlord would bear £1 13s. 4d., 
and the tenant £8 6s. 8d. According to the ratio suggested at p. 106, 
the tenant taking five-sixths 6f the profits would only pay three- 
fifths of the extra duty, which does not strike one as being the result 
of a reasonable interpretation of this clumsy section. G. W. 

Dec. 30. 

[These figures require consideration. 
next week. —Ep. S.//.| 


We hope to notice them 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
Court of Appeal. 


GUARDIANS OF 8ST. MATTHEW’S, BETHNAL GREEN v. GUARDIANS 
OF PADDINGTON. No. :. 20th and 2lst Nov. ; 3rd Dec. 


SETTLEMENT—DESERTED WiFE—Poor ReEMovVAL 
PARISHES AND Poor LAw AMENDMENT 


Poor Law—PavuPerR 
Act, 1861, s. 3—Duiviren 
Act, 1876, ss. 34, 35. 

A married woman, deserted by her husband, can, by the joint vpera- 
tion of the Poor Re moval Act. 1861, 2. fa and the Divided Parishes 
Act, 1876, 8. 34, acquire a settlement for herself by three years’ reste 
dence in such circumstances as to give her the status of irremovability. 

Appeal from a Divisional Court of the King’s Bench Division (Lord 
Alverstone, C.J., and Pickford and Avory, J.J.). The question was 
what was the last legal settlement of one Hetty Gosling, a pauper, 
wife of Arthur Gosling, who had deserted her. She was married in 
1895, and it was admitted that her husband’s last legal settlement was 
Portelade-by-Sea, a parish in the Steyning Union. Since 1897 she had 
been a deserted married woman within the meaning of the Poor Re- 





moval Act, 1861, s. 3. She resided in the parish of Paddington for 
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po ngs ly ie Egon ene bees By: or, such cit umstances | within the words ‘‘all lighters, barges and other like craft” ip 
ing of the said het ns ii ae " , 7 rc nea within the mean section 11 (2) (f) of that Act, and must, therefore, under that section 
1866. On the Fesenes Th ; . reg Ba ee oer 4a . Amendment Act, | and the Port of London (Registration of River Craft) By-laws, 1910, 
Gene: in aude aes a oe bine ae - t. 2 atthew ¢, Bethnal be registered with the Port of London Authority as a ** barge not- 

ieten the tee peer te. Ay of “the ~s nm pol e magisti ute, ad. | withstanding | that it had also been registered as a ship under the 
iastes The Cous ue ' i be 1¢ pauper to have been Pad Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 That was also the view of Hamilton 

i ! ul Quarter Sessions quashed this order. A case | J., and he agreed with it. : 


is stated for the opinion of the King’s Bench Divis vhich allowed 
e appeal and restored the magistrate’s order (1912. 2 K. B. 33¢ The 3uCKLEY and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same 


dents contended that a married woman could not acquire qa | 4Ppeal dismissed with costs.—Counsen, for the appellants, Le 
} | 1, ev t) h she |} y and Cranstown; for the respondents, George Wallace, K.C., an 
Varriott. Soricrrors, Jackson, Bowles, dJackson; Ernest Gl 
(Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 








NEWBERRY rv. BRISTOL TRAMWAYS AND CARRIAGE CO. No. 
17th, 18th, and 20th Dec. 


to be 


m 34 of the e arishe 
until recent Ie ry at N ‘CeE—ELEcTRIV Pram es ipsa  loquifur—Eviper 
apart fro husbane EXPLANATION BY JURY oF THEIR VERDICT. 
But section 34 mstituted resi 
t} f lat . a ia 0 for ne lige nee causing injuries to a passenger on a 
l¢ foundation t . / 


tion 34 are to 
i 


we uncontradicted erviden fhat the car was ii 
etic learly covet ; worked, and that the com pany had used « 
the several statute , : wossible precauli mm known to electrical enginee) to pre vent the 
Whether it | oan an | we of the accident which took place Lhe ury found th 
be settled rather tl to have endants had been qui 0} neglige nee, bi when asked by the ju 
pause to ynsidk The li f suggest wi t possible precaution om pany hould have t 
mute | — t, and only consistent, with the interpretation ere wnatls to Ge se 
I put I should add that a married woman not | Held, by Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Hamilton, L.J. (Farwell. L 
d D} © hust not vithin sectior 44 Ow attention | dissenting), that the defendants, not heimg in the position of wmsu 
illed to sey l t the House of Lords. which, in my | against all risks of transit, were entitled upon this verdict to qudgm 


‘ 7] 
erty 


= Pig oats : esent case, and are only important as The plaintiff in this action was a passenger on one of the defenda 
think the decis of the s il Court was corre >The Sud ed ba and occupied a seat on the top and in the rear. The tram 
Pickford. J fe é os ee Wee Wek tenes : Z heeehe | at Bristol are worked in accordance with ordinary overh« ad pra 
nevessarv to « : reasons. The itenay “9g ee 1 oug r | the trolley arm be ing pivoted to a standard on the top ot the 

, oe e dismissed | and bearing a detachable trolley-head at its end. The trolley-h: 

| having lost contact with the overhead wire, an event which could 
FARWELI LJ wa) nen ( e same ffect und the | by any known means be prevented, the conductor endeavoured 
udgment of Hamitton, L.. 1e same effect was read by the| detach it, by means of a rope depending from it. The trolley-| 


eetablishing that s« 34 ul 35 are independent enactments. P 


ith costs 


Master of the Rol CounseL, J. F tawlinsa _and Herbert | failed to come off, but sufficient force was exerted to detach 


mre , — y " | 
Davey: Macm K.C.. , . Licitors, Collins & | 
(‘ow {/fred Douhle ds San | 
| 


trolley-arm, which fell upon the plaintiff's head. At the trial 
defendants called expert evidence to prove that the accident was 


[Reported by H. Lanororp Lewir, Barrister-at-Law.) extremely rare one, but could not be guarded against by any kn 
precautions. It was necessary to make not only the trolley-head, but 
SMEED, DEAN, & CO. (LIM.) v. PORT OF LONDON AUTHORITY. also the arm, detachable, so as to avoid the possibility of entangle- 
No. 2. 6th Dec. ment with the transverse wires, any damage to which would involve a 
grave risk of letting down the live wire on top of the car. Out of 
Sutpernc—Port or Lonpon—Recistration or Crart—Satttnc Barge | 247 cases, the trolley-head readily became detachable in 244, the arm 
Att Licuters, Barces AND OTHER LIKE CRar1 Port oF | falling in the remaining three. No injury had ever been caused thereby 
Lonpon Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 68), s. 11. until this case. The plaintiff called no expert evidence, but various 
, suggestions were made in cross-examination with a view of avoiding 
I sailing barge t nding regularly between London and ¢ place out-| future accidents. The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff, vith 
, yor? 4 L “- ; Sed oe ; peg ema dt say thy ies a £150 damages. They found that the defendants, having used a detach 
Sichseve, Barats and other Kh cmft” in ~ ri 19 (4 bs that Act able trolley-arm, knowing the risk to the passengers, did not take suffi. 
‘ hey a. Mest of Lends SudRontte%s Bisdeuie an P p : >| clent precautions to ensure their safety. In reply to a question trom 
and by th “ | Sen se. Levees cee t be separately | the learned judge, they were unable to suggest what precautions the 
an aie alae od “ye =e minh. & a ——as — defendants ought to have taken. At the conclusion of the arguments 

Shipping Act, 1894 d ; i te Merchant | the court reserved judgment. 

: Cozens-Harpy, M.R., stated the facts and proceeded: The occu 
Appeal by the plaintiffs against a judgment of Hamilton, J. (reported | rence is extremely rare; no one knows why it happens, and no contri 
1912, 2 K. B. 585 The plaintiffs, brick and cement manufacturers | vance has yet been discovered to prevent it. The plaintiff proved that 
t Sittingbourne, Kent, were the registered owners of a sailing barge, | the blow on his head was caused by the fall of a part of the apparatus 
the George, which traded between Milton, on the River Swale, and | on the car, and contended that there was prima facie evidence of negli- 
London. The river Swale is not within the jurisdiction of the Port | gence—res ipsa loquitur. The defendants then called a number of 
of London Authority. The George sometimes made voyages along the | witnesses, including distinguished experts. Their evidence to the 
oast as far as Harwich, and was duly registered under the provisions | following effect was not materially shaken : (1) the system adopted is 
of the Merchant Shipping Act as a ‘‘ ship,” her port of registration | the best and most widely used system of electric traction; (2) the 
being Rochester. The Port of London Authority claimed that the | apparatus on this particular car was in perfect order, and there was 
George, although rightly registered as a ‘“‘ship’’ under the provisions | no patent defect in workmanship; (3) there was no negligence on the 
of the Merchant Shipping Act, was a ‘‘ barge,”’ and must be registered | part. of the driver or conductor. No rebutting evidence was called. 
as such before she could legally twade on the lower Thames. Her! The plaintiff, in his statement of claim, gave particulars of alleged 
owners paid the registration fee demanded, £1 Os. 9d., and brought this | negligence, and attempted to establish them in the cross-examination 
action claiming the return of the money and a declaration that the | of defendants’ witnesses. It was also attempted to shew that the 
by-law under which the registration fee had been demanded was ul/ra| defendants had not made any experiments with a view to protecting 
Hamilton, J., dismissed the action, and the owners | the passengers if the trolley arm should fall. His lordship then dealt 
‘ppealed. with the summing-up of Channell, J., which, he said, was not open 
Vauvenan WittiaMs, L.J., in giving judgment dismissing the appeal, | to any adverse criticism, and with the questions put to the jury after 
said the question was whether the sailing barge George, which traded they had given their verdict, and proc eeded : If the jury had given a 
between London and a place outside the limits of the Port of London, | general verdict, I think we could not have interfered. But they have 
must, under section 11 of the Port of London Act, 1908, and the Port | told us what they meant by their verdict. They have negatived all the 
of London Authority’s by-law, be separately registered as a barge alleged acts of negligence, or at least they have held that none of 
with the Port of London Authority, notwithstanding the fact that she | these acts was established to their satisfaction. I think they, in sub- 
was registered as a ‘“‘ship’’ under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. | stance, treated the tramway company as insurers, as being bound to 
rc ” the safety of their passengers, or, in other words, they 


He felt that the question was one of some difficulty, but having regard ensure 
to the fact that the main object in view, when the power of the | thought the company ought not to carry passengers unless they -— 
n 


Watermen’s Company to require vessels to be registered was twans- | carry them safely, and this without any question of negligence. n 
ferred to the Port of London, was to raise the revenue from which to | my opinion, this verdict, as explained by the written memorandum ot 
maintain the port, he thought the fee had properly been demanded by | the jury, shews that the defendants discharged the burden which 
the defendant Authority. In his opinion a sailing barge which traded | rested upon them. The only negligence alleged was disproved. The 
between London and a place outside the Port of London, as described | standard of care required in the case of a carrier of passengers is not 
in the fifth schedule to the Port of London Act, 1908, was a ‘ barge” | so high as the plaintiff contends. It is sufficient that the carrier should 
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adopt the -best-known apparatus, kept in perfect order and 
without negligence by the men employed. 


! 
worked | covenants. 


If he does that he ought not | 


to be responsible for the consequences of an extremely rare and obscure | 
accident, which cannot in a business sense be prevented by any known | 


means. Negligence is not material, unless the accident was due te 
negligence, and of this there is not a trace. in my opinion the appeal 
should be allowed, and judgment entered for the defendants with costs 
here and below. 

FARWELL, L.J.—after dealing with the facts, and citing Neadhead v. 
Midland Railway (L. R. 4 Q. B. 393) and Hyman v. Nye (6 Q. B. 687), 
shewing that a carrier, though not an insurer against all defects, was 
an insurer against all defects which care and skill could guard against— 
said that it was clear that if the trolley wheel, on becoming de-wired, 
was not pulled off the consequences might be very serious, the overhead 
wire carrying 500 volts might be pulled down with consequences one 
hardly liked to contemplate, or the pole might be pulled with 
the result in the present case. The accident was rare that 
the defendants had. not troubled to guard against it, but had taken 
the chance. In his opinion the jury were entitled to give the verdict 
they did. The defendants admitted that they had never tried to find 
any kind of protection for the outside passengers. The real issue was 
whether the defendants had proved affirmatively that they had done 


dow n, 


seen so 


Upon the latter grounds Ridley, J., refused to grant an 


injunction, and gave judgment for the defendants. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the was obscure and the 
evidence so incomplete and uncertain that he had great difficulty in 
finding the true development of the racts. He found, however, that in 


case so 


| 1862 Lord Cowper laid out the land on a building scheme, and the 


| not 


everything that skill and care can provide, not whether the plaintiffs | 


had proved some specific case of omission. The existence of statutory 
authority and the sanction of their system by the Board of Trade 
afforded no protection to the company : Geddes v. Bann Reservoir Pro- 
prictors (3 A. C. per Lord Blackburn, at p. 55). It was suggested that 
the defendants were safe if they took every precaution consistent with 
the commercial use of the trams; but this did not mean that they might 
adopt a course dangerous to the public becau it was more profitable 
than the course of safety. They could secure safety by allowing no 
passengers to sit beneath the pole; they were not bound to carry a full 
load on the top. He regretted to find himself in disagreement with the 
other members of the court, but in his opinion the appeal should be 
dismissed. 


se 


Hamitton, L.J., delivered judgment in concurrence with that of the 
Master of the Rolls, observing that 
jury's verdict. In his opinion the learned judge was fully entitled to 
ask them to explain their verdict by saying on what ground the de- 
fendants had been guilty of negligence. Whether the jury were bound 
to answer that question or not, at any rate they had done so, and 
the court must take the verdict as they found it. 
a defendant with liability for want of care, without reason assigned, 
and out of their own inner Counset, Clavell Salter, 
K.C., and 7. W. H. Inskip; Vachell, K.C. SoLt- 
errors. Ntani: ¥, Washy ugh d Metcalfe & Lefroy, 
Bristol 


consciousness. 
Foote, K.C.. and 
Doggett, Bristol ; 


[Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-a‘-Law-] 


PULLEYNE AND OTHERS v. FRANCE AND ANOTHER. 
20th Dee. 

ScnHeme — Restrictive Covenants — TRADE — CHANGE 
-Friep FIsH SxHop. 
Purchasers of land laid out upona building scheme in 1862 
; one of which prohibited any trade ov 
manufacture from being carried on upon the estate. 
chasers of other land on the estate purchased with notice of and subject 
to this covenant. One of them had permitted four houses upon land pur- 
chased by him to be turned into shops. 

Held, that, in the circumstances, his executors were entitled to restrain 
a purchaser ‘from him from carrying an the trade of a fried fish vendor 
on his premises, in breach of the original covenant. 


To disentitle an owner to restrictive covenant it 
sufficient to establish a change in the character of the neighbourhood 
without positive jevidence of personal acquiescence in the change on 
the part of the person seeking to enforce the covenant. 

Appeal of plaintiffs from a judgment of Ridley, J., without a jury, 
at Leeds. The action was brought by the executors of Mr. Paul 
Pulleyne against the defendants as owner and occupier respectively of 
premises No. 42, Gathorne Terrace, Roundhay Road, Leeds, for an in- 


No. I. 


BvuILDING 
CHARACTER OF NEIGHBOURHOOD—ACQUIESCENCE 


to observe certain stipulations, 


enforce a is not 


junction to restrain the user thereof as a fried fish shop in breach of certain | 


restrictive covenants to which the property was alleged to be subject. 


In June, 1862, the Roundhay estate, of which these premises formed | 


part, was laid out on a building scheme by Earl Cowper, and lots were 
sold subject to a number of stipulations, one of which was :—‘‘ no manu- 
facture or trade shall at any time be carried on.” In 1876 the 
property in question was conveyed by Earl Cowper to one Wray, sub- 
ject to the deed of covenant executed by the purchasers in 1862, and 
the conveyance contained an express covenant by Wray to perform 
and observe the covenants and conditions therein contained. In 1877 
Wray conveyed to Pulleyne, and in 1892 Pulleyne to the defendauts’ 
predecessors in title. These and all subsequent conveyances either 
contained covenants by the respective purchasers to perform and 
observe, or were expressed to be subject to, ‘‘the covenants and re- 
strictions to which the premises are subject.’’ The defendants con- 
tended that the original scheme had been abandoned, and alternatively 
that the district had undergone a change in character from a residential 
estate to a working class district, and that the defendants by acqui 
escence in the change were not now entitled to enforce the original 


A jury could not fix | 


IN | 


covenanted | 


Subsequent pur- | 





| was evidence 


ill turned on the meaning of the | 


i sati 
Sat 


} court 


intended roads and the building line on some of 
ed by Lord Cowper and a pur- 
stipulations, including one directed against 
arried on. Both plaintiffs and defendants claimed through 
had actual notice of the The plaintiffs com- 
the defendants had started a fried fish shop, and that 
this was a plain breach of the covenants binding the land. The main 
oint on which tl lee decided the case was that the chara 
neighbourhood had changed from the residential estate 


sale Jian shewed the 
them. The deed execut 
chasers contained 
trade being 
Wray. and 


plained that 


number of 


various 


covenants. 


learned judge 


1 ¢ ' 


o il nt ed erty upied ! aitl His a i ‘ 


thought there was no evidence of this 

the learned mind t his 
the sale plan of 1862 over an ordnance map, 
other. He came to the conclusion, without 

the Roundhay estate, which was evidently 
first-class building stantially es 
1862, and that the scheme had never been 
to establish a in characte vith 
It had been argued that when 
ceased to have peration 
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and compared one 
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ie it s insufficient 
nce of personal a 
the building 
and that no reservation should be implied 
That raised a point which might have to 
some other case, but here there was an express reser 
Ta 1 ot t ‘ { 1 


e ret 
forbidden by them. There 


hesitation, houses 01 


be a estate, were sul 
contempla 
barndo change 
out evide 
Vray pure 
bet wee 


in f 


quiescence. 


hased, scheme any <« 


s sub-purchasers oO 


of the or 


hi 
avout vend 
be considered in 
vation in the nad \ covenant 
the same as a covenant not to do the things 
that some of the at a distance had been turned 
and that the plaintiffs had ced ji 
ying to him having been so converted, only one of which, 
however neal Had there evidence that he had 
obtained a rent any other monetary advantage from pet 
mitting these houses to be used for trade, there might be a personal 
equity against enforcing these covenants. The defendants had 
e court that the pl their ri > ent 


hous s 


into sh ps, testator acquier in oul 
houses belor 
was been 


quite 
greater ol 
not 
sfied tl ) iintiffs had lost ht t 
the covenants. 

Farwett, L.J.. who observed that the 
have derived a mistaken notion of the real character of the intended 
building estate from the sale plan, and who referred to Harris \ 
Roots, @C.. Ltd 1904, 2 Ch 376) and Sayers Vv. Collyer (28 C. D. 108), 
Hamitton, L.J., delivered judgments to the same effect. The 

allowed the appeal and granted the injunction.—Covnset, 
Shortt, K.C., and Colin Smith: Waddy and Perks. Sotricrrors, PB. C. 
Pulleyne d& Son, Leeds; Simson, Thomas, d Curtis, Leeds. 


[Reported by H. LANGFORD Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


learned judge appeared to 


and 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LORD SWAYTHLING; SAMUEL v, SWAYTHLING. 
2ist Nov. 


Witt—Constrvucrion—Hetriooms—Frnance Act, 1896 (59 & 60 VicT., 
c. 28), s. 20—Frnance (1909-10) Act, 1910 (10 Ep. 7, c. 8), s. 63. 


A testator b queathed certain heirlooms, which had been certified by 
the Treasury to be of national, scientific, historic, or artistic interest 
within the meaning of section 20 of the Finance Act, 1896 (59 & 60 
1 28) to de rolve with his freehold estates, but any per on jor 
the time being entitled to enjoy the heirlooms might, after the expiration 
of five years from the death of the testator’s wife, and if such person 
was of the age of twenty-five years, sell all or any of the heirlooms 
without an order of the court. The will “provided that the duties 
should he paid out of the qe neral personal estate, 

Held, that if and when any le gacy, estate or succession duty (if any) 
became payable in respect of these heirlooms it would not be payable 
out of the testator’ s qe neral personal estate, 

Re Lord Leconfield, Wyndham r. 
L. T., p. 399) followed. 


This was a summons taken out to decide (infer alia) whether upon 
the true construction of the will of the late Lord Swaythling, and 
having regard to the provisions of section 20 of the Finance Act, 1896 
(59 & 60 Vict., c. 28), as amended by section 63 of the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910, any, and, if any, what estate duty, settlement estate duty, 
legacy duty, succession duty, or other duty became payable out of the 
late Lord Swaythling’s general personal estate in respect of certain 
heirlooms settled by his will. Another question asked was whether the 
persons accountable by the above-mentioned statutes for such duties 
upon any sale of such heirlooms made at any time hereafter would | 
entitled to reimbursement out of the general personal estate of the 
testator ; and, if they would be so entitled, whether any and what part 
of the general personal estate of the testator should be set aside by 
the trustee of the will to meet any future claim for such reimbursement. 
By his will, dated the 5th of August, 1909, Lord Swaythling bequeathed 
as heirlooms to devolve with the freehold estates which he had settled 
by the will such of his pictures as were then in or about his residence 
at No. 12, Kensington Palace-gardens, and some other works of art 


Neville, J. 


Vict., c. 


Lord Leconfield (90 


deceased, 
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therein specified. The testator died in 1911. The testator’s widow 
exercised an option given to her by the will to have the use and enjoy- 
ment of these heirlooms for her life or until her remarriage. The will 
provided that any person for the time being ,entitled to enjoy the 
heirlooms might, after the expiration of five years from the death of 
the testator’s wife, provided such person was of the age of twenty-five 
years, sell all or any of the heirlooms without an order of the court. 
All legacies given under the will, whether pecuniary or specific, were 
given free of legacy estate, settlement estate, or other duties. There 
was a direction that such duties should be borne and paid out of the 
general estate in exoneration of the legacies subject theeto. The 
Treasury had certified that the heirlooms were of national, scientific, 
historic or artistic interest within the meaning of the Finance Act, 
1896, and the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Counsel for the residuary 
legatees argued that these heirlooms were property which, by reason of 
the 20th section of the Finance Act, 1896, were not yet assessable for 
duty, and the event in which they become assessable not yet having 


arisen, ho provision oO izht to be made for the payment of duty. They 


elied on Re Lord Le field, Wyndham v. Lord Leconfield (90 L. T., 
p. 399 

Nevit_e. J., after reading the will, said: With regard to the first 
point, if and w hen any acy, estate or succession duty does become 
payable in respect of these heirlooms, such duties will not be payable 
out of the testator’s general personal estate. With regard to the second 
point, I am of opinion that, even if the heirlooms are subsequently sold 
at a time when the testator’s death could be said to be the last death 
on which they passed, the duties payable would not be duties due at, 
and payable in respect of, the testator’s death. I accordingly hold 
that no part of Lord Swaythling’s general personal estate ought to be 
CounseL, Peterson, K.C., and 7’. 


set aside to provide for such duties. 
Whinney. Sovicrrors, 


Ribton; T. J. ¢ Tomlin; Frank Samuel; F. 
Gilbert, Samuel, & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re NEWEY. Lx parte a Phillimore and Bucknill, JJ. 
sth Dee. 


BanKRupTCy —PeTIrionN—J UDGMENT Debt AWARD 


FOUNDED ON 


Gomna Beninp JupGMentT—Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 anp 47 VICcT., 
c. 52), s. 7, suBs. (3). 
Where a pe tition ta based on a judgment debt founded on an award, 


and there no alle gation of fraud ov improper conduct against the 
arbitrato the court will not go hehind the judqment to the extent 
of re-opening the award and re-trying what has already been decided 
by the arbitrator. 

Appeal from a receiving order made by the Registrar of the County 
Court at Birmingham. The petitioning creditor was a bookmaker who 
had made bets with the debtor, and at the end of 1910 a dispute arose 
between them as to the amount owing upon the account. The 
petitioning creditor alleged that the debtor owed £47 Ils. 3d., but 
the debtor alleged that the petitioner owed £6. They agreed to sub 
mit their dispute to the committee of Tattersall’s, and the debtor 
agreed to pay such amount as the committee might find to be due from 
him. The debtor did not appear before the committee, either upon 
the day originally appointed for the hearing or upon two subsequent 
adjournments, and they decided in his absence that £37 11s. 3d. was 
due from him to the petitioner, who thereupon brought an action 
upon their award in the Birmingham County Court. The debtor set 
up the Gaming Act, and the County Court judge decided in his favour, 
but upon appeal a Divisional Court (Hamitton and Lusu, JJ.) held 
that the agreement to submit to arbitration constituted a fresh con 
sideration for the debtor’s promise to pay such sum as the committee 
might award to be due from him, and gave judgment against the debtor 
for the amount claimed, with costs. See Whiteman v. Newey (28 
T. L. R. 240). The petitioning creditor then issued a bankruptcy 
notice, requiring payment of the judgment debt and costs, and upon 
the debtor’s failure to comply therewith presented a petition in the 
County Court at Birmingham. At the hearing of the petition the 
debtor wanted to go behind the judgment and the award upon which 
it was based, but the Registrar refused to do so, and made a receiving 
order. The debtor appealed, and counsel, on his behalf, contended that 
he ought to be allowed to re-open the award which had been made in 
his absence, and that if he were allowed to do so, he would be able to 
shew that no debt at all was, in fact, due from him to the petitioning 
creditor. Counsel for the respondent was not called upon. 

Puutimore, J., held that to re-open the award upon which the 
judgment had been obtained would carry the doctrine of going behind 
judgments to an extreme which had never been contemplated in any 
of the decisions on that subject. Where judgment has been obtained 
in default of appearance, or by consent, even reasoned consent, the 
court will still go behind the judgment, and go into the true facte 
The extremes to which the decisions have gone are somewhat 
surprising, but even the furthest extreme to which the law has been 
extended will not reach this case. Here the creditor and the debtor, 
having a dispute, have agreed to refer it to the committee of Tatter- 
sall’s to say what is to be done, and no attack can be made on the 
way in which the committee have performed their duties. The rights 
of the parties depend on the submission or agreement to pay what the 


ommittee shall determine to be due, unless it can be shewn tht the 
committee have acted wrongly or fraudulently. This submission or 
agreement was a good contract, and on that contract a valid judyment 
has been given which cannot now be disturbed. 


BucKNILL, J. : None of the cases as to going behind judgments are 
of any assistance in this case. Aiter the parties had agreed to submit 
their dispute to the committee, they rightly took the accounts and 
fixed a sum as due from the debtor, for which the creditor sued and 
obtained judgment. He then took bankruptcy proceedings, and the 
Registrar, who has a discretion in the matter, decided that, as the 
matter had been thoroughly threshed out, it would be a waste of time 
to try it again. In my opinion, he was right in this exercise of his 
discretion; the parties had agreed to refer their dispute and gone to 
arbitration. No fraud or improper conduct is alleged on the part of 
the arbitrators, and in these circumstances the matter cannot now be 
re-opened. Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, Hankin; Hurst. SOvicrrors, 
RP. Raphael, agent for J. S. Rigbey, Birmingham; C. J. Smith & Hud- 
con, agents for Cochrane & Co., Birmingham. 

‘Reported by P. M. Francge, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re COTTON (Deceased), Jz parte COOKE. Phillimore and Bu kanill, |] 
sth Dee. 


| BANKRUpTCY—PRoOPERTY OF THE BaNKRupt DivistBte AMoNG His 


CRrepiITORS—PRoperty Hetp By THE BANKRUPT ON TRUST FOR ANY 

OrHER Person—Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 VicT., c. 52), s. 44. 

i he re an auctioneer makes himself personally liahle to pay th f 
those good he sells, irrespective of whether he has been paid or not 
hy the buyers, the money which he receives from the buyers is not 
impressed with any trust in favour of the sellers, but is divisible upon 
his winkrupley among the gene ral b rly of creditors. 


Appeal from a decision of the county court judge at Worcest 
holding that certain money in the hands of the trustee in bankruptcy 
came into the bankrupt’s hands in a fiduciary capacity, and should be 
paid over by the trustee to the respondent Cooke, a creditor. The 
bankrupt was an auctioneer, who held sales of farming stock at five 


| different towns, his last sale having been held at Bromsgrove on the 


23rd of April, 1912. He drew large cheques in favour of the sellers, and, 
not having the money to meet them, went away and committed suicide. 
His son found £900 in cheques and cash in the office, and paid it into 
a separate account, which was taken over by the trustee. The bank- 
rupt did not conduct his business in the ordinary manner of an 
auctioneer, but made himself personally responsible to the sellers for 
the purchase money; sold the cattle in his own name, and sent out 
invoices to the purchasers in his own name, the name of the actual 
seller never being disclosed, unless it were that of some well-known 
breeder whose name would be a recommendation. The bankrupt 
held his sales on Tuesdays, and his ordinary practice was to send the 
sellers cheques on the following Thursdays, not for the exact sum of 
the purchase money, but for the balance that would be due after allow 
ing for any purchases they might have made. It was, however, under- 
stood that if any seller required prompt cash he could get it by calling 
it the bankrupt’s office after the sale on Tuesday. In either case he 
paid the sellers, irrespective of whether the buyers had paid or not, 
for he used to give credit to the buyers, and made himself personally 
responsible to the sellers. On the 23rd of April the bankrupt sold 
some cattle on behalf of the respondent Cooke for £40 17s. 6d. On 
the 25th of April the buyer sent a cheque for £50, which covered the 
price of Cooke’s cattle and another purchase. This cheque formed 
part of the money found in the office by the bankrupt’s son and paid 
into a separate account. After the death of the auctioneer bankrupt 
proceedings were taken against his estate under s. 125 of the Bank 
ruptey Act, 1883, and a trustee was appointed. Cooke then moved 
in the county court for an order for payment to him by the trustee 
of the sum of £40 17s. 6d., on the grounds that it was impressed with 
a trust on his behalf. The county court judge decided in favour 
of Cooke, and from his decision the trustee appealed. Counsel fo: 
the appellant contended that as soon as the auctioneer made him 
self personally liable to the sellers he ceased to be in a fiduciary 
position with regard to them, and was not liable to be pio 
ceeded against as a trustee. Here the sellers did not look to the 
buvers for their money, but to the auctioneer, to whom they gave 
credit in preference to trusting to buyers of whom they knew nothing 
Here was a special contract, not the usual case of an auctioneer whose 
duty it is to sell against cash only. The names of sellers were only 
exceptionally disclosed, and the invoices were in the auctioneer’s 
name. Half the total sales were usually paid in cash on the day of 
sale, the balance remained on credit, and buyers were entitled to set 
off any sums owing to them by the auctioneer. The auctioneer’s practice 
was to pay those who asked for cash on the day of sale, but he used 
the cash received by him as his own and paid it out indiscriminately. 
it was well known that both by custom and agreement he was 
pereonally liable to the sellers. Counsel for the respondent con- 
tended that Cooke was entitled to payment of the money received 
for his cow on tendering the amount due for auctioneer‘s com 
mission. There is no doubt that an auctioneer is in a fiduciary 
position: Crowther v. Elgood (34 Ch. D. 791). The only diffi- 
culty is in identifying the money: Re Hallett (13 Ch. D. 696). 
There is no special interest here; everyone knows that the auctioneer 
is not selling his own goods. As to set-off by the purchasers. a buvet 
from a factor cannot have a set-off unless he believes the goods he has 
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bought are the factor’s goods Cooke v. Eshelby (12 A. C. 271). Here 
a buyer from Cotton could not have set-off moneys owed to him by 
Cotton, if sued by the actual vendor of the cattle. On the bankruptcy 
of Cotton the unpaid vendors could sue the buyers of their cattle. 
Cotton was really no more than a del credere agent. 

Putimore, J.: We have here to deal with a case of special con- 
tractual relations, which were as follows : Cotton held sales of cattle 
which became popular because of the good terms offered both to sellers 
and to buyers. To buyers he offered terms of credit. To sellers he 
said : ‘‘ Though I give buyers credit you need not trouble; you may 
have your money by calling on the day of the eale. 
hurry you shall have it two days later, whether I am paid or not.”’ 
This course was known to Cooke, who had dealt with Cotton both as 
seller and buyer. By the time Cotton had received the purchase 
moneys he might already have paid the celler. The effect of 


why the Court of Bankruptcy will not appropriate to the principal 
money so received and intermixed by the factor is that, according to 
the ordinary course of business between merchants and their factors, 
the former voluntarily become the creditors of their factors in respect 
of the moneys so received, whereby the moneys, although the proceeds 
of goods received on trust, lose their trust character.’’ It seems to me 
that that is the nature of the agreement here. The vendors authorize 
the auctioneer to sell their goods on his own terms, provided that he 
pays them on the day of sale or two days later. 

BucknitL, J. : I agree, and base my decision on the facts of the case. 
See what the contract was—a custom of dealing by which the seller 
allowed Cotton to sell in his own name, and Cotton gave credit to the 
buyer, but paid the seller out of his own moneys. It is clear that 
when Cotton received the purchase moneys he received them as his 
own, and not as trustee for the seller. Appeal allowed. Leave to 
appeal granted.—CounseL, Hugo Young, K.C., and Arthur Ward; J. 
B. Matthews. Soxricrtors, Goodrich, Clark, &: Smith; Tree & Son. 

[Reported by P. M. Franckr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 

WALKER v. WALEER. 

Divonce—Wire’s Petition—GENERAL 





Bargrave Deane, J. 2nd Dec. 
ALLEGATIONS OF CRUELTY AND 


If you are not in a | 


such | 
relations seems to me to be well expressed by Mr. Hansell in his | 
9th edition of Williams on Bankruptcy, at p. 207: ‘‘ The true reason 


| 
| 





ADULTERY—PARTICULARS OF THE CHARGES SERVED ON RESPONDENT— | 


CHarGe or COMMUNICATING VENEREAL DISEASE—PRACTICE AS TO 


PLEADING. 

When a charge of wilfully communicating a venereal disease is relied 
upon it should be specifically pleaded in the petition. 

The case of E. v. E. (1907, 23 7'. L. R. 364) distinguished. 


Petition for divorce by Anne Walker on the ground of the cruelty 
and adultery of her husband, James Francis Walker. The petition was 
dated the Ist day of May, 1912, and in it there were general charges 
of cruelty and adultery and one specific act of cruelty. On the 16th 
day of November, 1912, the husband was served with the following 
notice, dated the 12th day of November, 1912: ‘‘ Take notice that in 
addition to the allegations set out in her petition filed herein. . . 
the petitioner will at the hearing of the said petition seek to prove 
(lI)... (2) That in the summer of the year 1904 the said James 
Francis Walker wilfully communicated to your petitioner a venereal 
disease, to wit, syphilis; (3)... (4) ...’’ The respondent had this 
notice read over to him and denied the allegations therein contained. 
The suit was undefended. Counsel for the petitioner, in opening the 
case, alluded to the charge referred to in par. 2 of the notice. 

Barcrave Deane, J.—This charge should have been pleaded, other- 
wies there will be no record for the court, and moreover it is a charge 
implying both cruelty and adultery, and one the respondent should 
have early notice of. 

The notice of further particulars to be relied upon was given on the 
authority of H. v. H. (1907, 23 T.L.R. 364), and the petitioner only 
relies upon the charge as cruelty. If thought necessary leave to amend 
is asked for. 

Barcrave Deane, J.—A charge of this kind should be specifically 





Pleaded. In this case leave to amend the petition by inserting para- 
graph 2 of the particulars will be granted. As the respondent has had | 
hotice of the charge the petition need not be reserved.—Counsex, Le 
Bas. Soxicrrors, Gigson d& Weldon, for Grunhut, Gill & Ruddock, 
South Shields. 

(Reported by DiaBy CoTES-PRIUEDY, Barrister-at-Law.] 








: The Corporation of Carnarvon have formulated a case for establish 
ing within the Castle of that town the proposed Welsh Record Office, 
and this will be circulated among the Welsh members of Parliament 
and all the councils of the Principality. Reference is made to the 
opinion of architectural experts as to the suitability of the Castle for 
such a purpose conditionally upon the expenditure of a comparatively 
small sum in addition to what the Office of Works have spent and are 
now spending on the structure. 











IRST AVENUE HOTEL 


LONDON 


Very convenient for solicitors and clients visiting 
London. Situated ia High Holborn, opposite Chancery - 
lane, and a few doors from ‘‘ Tube”’ Station. A 
most comfortable first-class hotel for families and 
gentlemen. Quiet bedrooms, with private bath-rooms 
adjoining, overlooking Gray’s-inn Gardens. Moderate 
tariff; no charge for attendance. Best hotel garage 
in London. Telegrams: ‘ Firaytel, London.’’ 


Pears GORDON HOTELS, mused 
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New Orders, &c. 


County of London Sessions. 


The following Scheme of the London County Council for regulating 
the holding of Courts of Quarter Sessions for the County of London, 
as provided by Section 42 (7) of the Local Government Act, 1888, was 
published in the London Gazette of the 31st December, 1912 :— 


Part I.—GENERAL. 

1. The provisions of the Act 11 Geo. IV. and 1 Will. IV., cap. 79, as 
to the times for holding Quarter Sessions shall not apply to the county 
of London. 

2. Quarter Sessions ehall be held at Clerkenwell for business arising 
on the north as well as on the south side of the Thames in the months 
of January, April, July and October in every year, and the first Session 
held in each of those months shall be General Quarter Sessions. 

3. Adjourned Quarter Sessions shall be held at Clerkenwell for all 
such business as aforesaid in each of the months aforesaid, at an in 
terval of not less than two weeks or more than three weeks after the 
beginning of each Quarter Sessions. 

4. A General Session shall be held at Clerkenwell for all such busi- 
ness as aforesaid in every month, except in the months hereinbefore 
appointed for the holding of Quarter Sessions. 

5. An Adjourned General Session shall be held at Clerkenwell in 
every month, except in the months hereinbefore appointed for the hold- 
ing of Quarter Sessions, and shall begin at an interval of not less than 


| two weeks or more than three weeks after the beginning of the General 


Session. 

6. In the month of November of every year, the Clerk of the Peace 
shall prepare a list showing the days to be fixed for the Sessions to be 
held during the ensuing year, in accordance with the foregoing pro- 
visions. In the list so to be prepared, special days shall be appointed 
for hearing appeals. Such list shall be laid before the November 
General Session, and shall be revised and settled at such Session, and 
be printed and issued by the Clegk of the Peace; and Sessions in 
accordance with such list, when so revised and settled, shall be held 
during the year. 

7. The Sessions so fixed shall, so far as practicable, be continued 
from day to day, until the business to be dealt with at such Session is 
completed. And it shall be the duty of the justices to take the steps 
necessary to secure that there shall be as many Courts sitting at the 
same time as may be required for the discharge of the business with 
proper expedition. For this purpose, in addition to the Courts pre- 
sided over by the Chairman and the Deputy Chairman, there may be, 
on the direction of the London County Council, with the approval of 
the Secretary of State, in pursuance of section 42 (6) of the Local 
Government Act, 1888, a third Court, and, if necessary, a fourth Court, 
each to be presided over by one of the justices. Any of the above- 
mentioned Courts may be held at the same time, and, subject to the 
provisions of this Scheme, shall be so held whenever necessary to 
prevent delay in the disposal of pending business. 

8. It shall be the duty of the justices to take care that these pro- 
visions for the disposal of business shall, so far as is reasonably prac- 
ticable, be strictly observed. Nevertheless, a committal for trial or 
recognizance shall not be invalidated, nor shall the power of the 
Sessions be affected by any disregard of the provisions of this Scheme, 
as to the place or time of trial, and every Court of Sessions held in 
and for the County of London, at whatever place or time such Court is 
held, shall have complete power to hear, determine and dispose of any 
caee or matter arising in the said county, notwithstanding an objection 
that such case or matter ought to be, or had been, heard and deter- 
mined at the Sessions held at another place, or at another time. 

9. Every Court of Sessions of the Peace, and every adjournment 
thereof, shall have the same jurisdiction in every respect, including 
the power of hearing and determining appeals, as if such Court were 
Quarter Sessions, and every Session shall, as circumstances require, be 
deemed to be Quarter or General Sessions, or Original or Adjourned 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 


THANET HOUSE, 231- “232 STRAND, LONDON, W.O. 


ESTABLISHED 1853. 
Capital Stock ... ove ose oon 1 £400,000 
£331,130 


Debenture Stock _ 
REVERSIONS PURCH. ASED. ADV ANCES MADE THEREON. 
Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Soc iety's Offices. 

G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 





Sessions, and, if held simultaneously, to be divided Courts of the same 


Sessions. 


10. Nothing in this Scheme shall affect or take away any power 


given by 


London 

Parr Il Appears uNper THe Vanuarion (Merroprouis) Act, 1869. 

1. At every adjourned January Quarter Ses ion, sittings of the Court 
shall be fixed to hear appeals under the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 
1869. : 

9 Such eittings shall begin not earlier than the Ist of February then 
next e ving, and shall be eo art iunged is to en ible the Court to deter 
mine all appeals (except where a valuation list o1 valuation is ordered) 


before the ensuing 3lst of March. 
3. The Court shall at the same Session appoint, 
the Local Government Board, a clerk and other persons to aseist the 


Court in the performance of their duties under the Act. 


with the consent of 





4. Appeals may be heard at any place authorised for the time being 
for holdi Quarter Sessions for the county of London, or in the city 
of London, or at one or both of such places, at the same time, or at 
different times, as the Court shall from time to time determine. 

5. At even vijourned April Quarter Session the Court shall assign 

the remuneration (subject to the approval of the Local Government 
Sourd) of the clerk and other officers appointed as aforesaid for the 
vear ended the 3lst of March than laet past. 
} 6. A separate account shall be kept of the expenses incurred by the 
Court in respect of the exercise of its jurisdiction unde the Valuation 
(Metropolis) Act, 1869, and such account, made up to the 3lst of 
March in every vear, shall be submitted to and be examined by the 
Court at the ensuing adjourned April Quarter S« ssion 

7. Such account, when approved by the Court, shall be submitted to 
the Clerk of the Court for such audit as the Local Government Board 
may direct, with a view to the same, when audited, being paid in the 
manner prescribed by the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869. 

This Scheme shal] come into operation on the Ist of January, 1913, 

and shall cont n force until the 3 of December, 1913. 

The Schemes dated the 22nd of December, 1908, and the 19th of 

December, 1911, reepectively, are hereby repealed, 

Dated th'ie 18th day of December, 1912 

Sealed by Orde 


Laurence (roamime 
Clerk of the London County Council. 
I hereby approve the foregoing Scheme, 
R. McKenna 
One of H Majesty's Principal Secretaries of State. 


Home Office, Whitehall, S.W., 24th December, 1912. 





By an Order in Council dated 16th December, 1912, and published in 
the London Gazette of 31st 7 ember, 1912, it is ordered that after the 
first day of inion next the County Court of Yorkshire, West Riding, 
held at Knareeborough, shall ceaee to be held at Knareeborough, and 


from and after that date a County Court of Yorkshire shall be estab 
lished at Harrogate under the name of the County Court of Yorkshire, 
West Riding, held at Harrogate. And it is further ordered that the 
jurisdiction and district now appertaining to the County Court of 
Yorkshire, West Riding, held at Knaresborough, shall as from that 
date be transferred to the County Court of Yorkshire, West Riding, 
held at Harrogate, to be established by the Order, 





Societies. 
The Law Society. 


Mr. Justice Bailhache has promised to preside at a moot. to be held 
by the society's students at the society’s hall on Thursday, the 9th 
instant, at 4.30 p.m. The moot will involve the question of the liability 
of an infant on a promissory note given by him in settiement of a claim 
in tort. Articled clerks (not being the society’s students) can obtain 
cards of admission through the sox iety” s students. 








Mesers. Tuckett & Son, auctioneers, 2, Basinghall street, ‘E.C 


having taken into partnership Mr. H. C., 


firm will be altered to Tuckett, Webster, & Co., as from the Ist inst. 


Obituary. 
Mr. Frederick Cooke. 


Mr. Frepertcx Cooke, Solicitor, of Crewe, died on Saturday last, the 
28th December, 1912, at the age of 71. He was the first Town Clerk of 
Crewe, and held that appointment for forty years. He was the son 
of the late Mr. John Cooke, who was admitted as a solicitor in 1838, and 





law to the preeent Clerk of the Peace for the county of 
| 


Webster, the style of the 


thenceforth practised in Winsford, Cheshire, up to the time of his 
| death. This practice is now carried on by Messrs. J. H. Cooke and 

Sons, so that the name of Cooke has been professionally associated with 
| the county of Chester for three-quarters of a century. The late Mr 
Frederick Cooke was admitted as a solicitor in the year 1863, and 
therefore was one of the oldest members of the profession in Cheshire, 
leo a past president of the Chester and North Wales Law 
| Society. On the 16th of August, 1866, he married Margaret Emily, the 
younger daughter of the late Joseph Verdin, of Highfield House, 
| Winsford, Cheshire, and the sister of the present Sir Joseph Verdin, 
Bart., of Garnstone Castle, Weobley, Hereford. 

Mr. Cooke took a great interest. in municipal affairs and for several 
years was an active member of the Municipal Association. He was 
very successful in promoting the financial success of the Life Boat 

Saturday collections in Crewe, and also of the Cottage Hospital at 
Crewe, which was erected in the Queen’s Park and opened by the 
late Duke of Cambridge in 1887. He leaves a widow and five children 
surviving, his younger con, Mr. Horace Cooke, M.A., succeeding to th 
practice which his father had established in Crewe. 


He was a 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


DryspaALE Woopcock has been appointed 


Mr. Hvurert Baytey 
Mr. Woodcock was called to the Bar by the 


tecorder of Stamford. 
Middle Temple in 1891. 
The Council of the Law Society have appointed Mr. Watter Gray 
Hart, LL.D.. to be one of the society’s tutors, and Mr. E. Lesir 
LL.B., to a special tutorship in the Law of Crimes. Both 
Maurice L 


BURGIN, 
these vacancies were caveed by the resignation of Mr. 


‘SOME REASONS 
WHY # 


Messrs ATHERTONS. Limited, of 63-4, Chancery Lane 
London, W C., claim to have disposed of more practices, and 
arranged more partnerships and successions for the legal profession, 
than any two firms of negotiators in the Kingdom together. 
WHY? Because the keynote of the r Business is ‘‘ Strict 
—_— Confidence.” Purchasers and Vendors alike can 
CONFIDENCE. 


without hesitation place themselves unreserved ly 
EXPEDITION. 








in the hands of the principals of this enter- 
prising firm. 

Every transaction entrusted to their care is 
dealt with forthwith, and every effort made 
to complete within a few days. 





EVIDENCE. 


Sept. 29th, 1912. | | Dec. 1st, 1912. 
“Might I add my thanks for “T am quite overwhelmed with 
the extremely useful interview the quantity of applicants for 
you accord d me yesterday.” Extracts | partnerships which your firm have 
\fromietters been able so skilfully to obtain.” 


| recently 
Dec. 5th, 1912. received Nov. 27th, 1912. 
“T am very thankful for your | from | “Many thanks for the trouble 
energetic way of finding clients.” Solicitors. | you have taken in this matter.” 





WHAT THEY UNDERTAKE. 
Sale of Practices, Limited Company Registra 
Arrangement of Partnerships tions, 
and Successions, Advances on Reversions, 
Amalgamations, General Finance, and 
Introduction of Capital, Supply Managing Clerks. 


THEY INVITE CORRESPONDENCE. 
WRITE 


Telegrams: 
“ Alacrious, London.” 


LIMITED, 





Telephone: 2482 Holborn. 





( 
ATHERTON 


63/4, Chancery Lane, 
London, W.C. 
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Gwyer, who, after acting on the society’s teaching staff for five years, 
was, last November, appointed assistant solicitor to the National 
Insurance Commissioners. 


The Lord Chancellor has extended the appointment of Mr. Justice 
LAWRENCE as ex-officio Commissioner of the Railway and Canal Com- 
mission for six months, from 1st of January, 1915. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


Antoun Forester Waker, ANDREW Hay BrKKer, and CHARLES 
Joux Beecu MAseFIELD, solicitors (Shelton & Co.), 3, New-court, 
Lincoln’s-inn, London, and 47, Queen-street, Wolverhampton. Dec. 31. 

[Gazeite, Dec. 31. 


General. 


It is understood, says the 7’imes, that the Local Government Board 
have given authority for the preparation of three further town planning 
schemes under the Housing, Town Planning, &c., Act, 1909. The 
schemes are authorized to be prepared by the Corporations of War- 
rington, Blackburn, and Luton, and are to relate to areas comprising 
about 1,475, 887, and 4,766 acres respectively. 


The financial statement of the Cheshire County Council shews that 
up to the end of March last they had spent £125,445 on the purchase 
of thirteen estates or farms, and that since then they have bought the 
Ridley estate for £54,500, making a total of £179,945. The Ridley 
estate has not yet been dealt with. The council has, however, estab 
lished thirteen separate schemes and planted 134 persons on the land 
without any charge whatever on the county rates. 


In the House of Commons, on the 31st ult., Sir W. Byles asked 
the Home Secretary how many centences of death had been passed 
upon women in the last seven years, and how many had been carried 
out; and how many such sentences had been passed in the same period 
upon youths not out of their teens, and how many had been carried out. 
Mr. Ellis Griffith : In the lact seven years twenty-one women have beer 
sentenced to death. In one case the sentence was carried out. During 
the same period nine prisoners under twenty years of age have bee 
eentenced to death, and in four cases the sentence was carried out. 

The Caledonian Railway Company were the defenders in an actior 
by William Lawson Thomes, farmer, Bervie, Kincardineshire, which 
was heard before the Lord President and a jury in the Court of 
Session, Edinburgh, on the 30th of December. The pursuer claimed 
£5,000 damages in respect of injuries received at Invergowrie Statior 
in August, 1911. He was in a horse-box with which an engine engaged 
in shunting came into collision, and as a result of the blow he evetained 
tubercular affection of the spine developed. The company admitted 
liability, and the jury, after twenty-five minutes’ deliberation, fixed 
the damages at £4,000. 

At the Wilts Quarter Sessions, on Wedneeday, says the 7'imes, William 
Peek, a labourer, was indicted on a charge that he did ‘‘ feloniously steal, 
take, and carry away ”’ a live white ferret at North Tidworth. He pleaded 
“Not Guilty,’’ but was found Guilty, after he had denied that a ferret 
which he sold was the ferret in respect of which the charge was 
brought. He was then put back, and the Court—the second Court, 
Mr. T. E. Colston presiding—discussed the form of the indictment. 
With Mr. Colston was Mr. F. R. Y. Radcliffe, K.C., Recorder of Ports 
mouth, and in the first Court, with Lord Bath as Chairman, was Mr. 
Justice Warrington. Members of the Bar were also coneulted on the 
point that there was no statute which made the offence charged a 
felony. The Court ultimately decided that the indictment was in- 
formal, and could not be amended. It was therefore quashed, and the 
prisoner was discharged. 


At Cheshire Quarter Sessions, on the 30th of December, Sir Horatio 
Lloyd presiding, a resolution from the Lindsey (Lincolnshire) Quarter 
Sessions was considered, expressing the opinion that the law for the 
protection of children from criminal and indecent assault required 
strengthening, and that corporal punishment should be authorized. Mr. 
Raffles Bulley said the law was unsatisfactory, though they must not 
be carried away by the feeling that flogging was the best remedy. He 
would administer it in special cases of offences against children, but 
he recommended that the existing law should be steadily enforced. 
Sentence after sentence of three months’ impriconment was passed when 
the maximum allowed was two years’ imprisonment with hard labour. 
The age of consent should be raised from sixteen to eighteen, and the 
onus of proving a girl was over sixteen thrown absolutely on the 
defendant. He moved amendments to this effect, but, as the chairman 
ruled that notice must be given, further discussion was adjourned. 


The Surrey Licensing Committee, says the Times, in their annual 
report to Quarter Sessions, stated that they thought it desirable that 
i every area consideration should be given to the policy of retaining a 


due Proportion of beerhouses. During 1912 nine benches referred 
twenty licences for extinction, and of these fourteen houses were 
ordered to be closed, the total amount of compensation being 


£17,387 8s. 9d. In eight years there have been 103 licences extin- 





guished in Surrey. For the past two years only half the maximum 
levy has been made upon existing on-licences, but as the average com- 
pensation value is now much greater, and the levy last year was in- 
sufficient by several hundred pounds to meet the charges incurred during 
the year, the committee recommended that the maximum levy be im- 
posed for 1913. The recommendation was carried by-a large majority, 
Sir William Vincent, the chairman, stating that the Home Secretary 
had expressed the opinion that so long as there were redundant houses 
in the county to be dealt with the levy should be kept as near the 
maximam as possible. 








Royat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
wnd Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton street, London, W.— 


(Advt.] 





Way Pay Rent! Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrish TeMPeRANce Lire Assunance Co. (Limirep). Repay- 
nents usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ‘Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales 


Jan. 9.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the Mart, at2: Reversions, Policy 
ke. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 





Winding-un Notices. 
London Gazette,—TOESDAY, Dec. 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep tw Omgaworey 
', H_ KEANE, LTD. (IN VOLUNTaRY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors ara required, on or before 


Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, anid particu!arsa of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Luva, 20, North John st, Liverpool, liqu dator. 


AMP PuMP SYNDICATE, LTD —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send 
their nam-s and ad iressvs, and the particuiars of their debts Or claims, to John James, 
13, Walbrook, liquidator. 

\INE+ PROPRIETARY, LtD. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 21, 
tu send in their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles Williamson Milne,3 and 5, Crown ct, Old Broad st, liquidator. 


ROSE AND HOLLEBONE, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required 
on or before Jan 1, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Henry Holton Sturges, 1, Guil. hall chmbra, liquidator. 


STEEP LANE MUTUAL BENEFIT Society.—Petn for winding-up, nresented Dec 18 
directed to be heard Jan 24. Hirst & Co, 6, Harrison rd, Halifax, solors for the 
petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of Jan 23. 


“ZaRI,” Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, tosend their names and 
addresses, an! the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Barbour, 9 
North John st, Liverpool. Williams, s lors, L.verpool. _ 

. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY Dec. 27 
JOINT STOCK COMPANTES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ARARAQUARA ESTATES Co, LTD, (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are rey uired, 
on or before Feb 10, to send in their names, addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or c'aims, to Warwick Webb aud F. B. Brook, 67 and 39, E:sex st, Strand 
liquidators 

BRITISH AND COLONIAL Motor, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Dec 12, directed 
to be heard Jan 14. Tree & Co, 6, Broad Street. pl, solors to ‘he petnrs. Notice of 
appesring must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 
of Jan 13. 


CONDAC MoToR Dezpot, Lrp. —Creditors are reqnired. on or before Jan 10 to send their 
namesand addresses and particulars of their debts or claimsto Ernest James, 48 
Gresham st, ].quidator. 


Greta Co, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY I IQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 8, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John H. Hugill, 101, Leadenhall st, liquidator. 


INTERNATIONAL “Z” LAMP ASSOCIATION, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 31, t» send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Field, of the firm of Messrs. Franklin & Co, 22-28, Broad st av, 
liquidator. 

JoHN A, GUTTRIDGE, UTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION),—Creditors are required to 
send full particulars of their de!ts or claims, before Jan 13, to Arch, G. Mellors, 1 
King John’s chmbrs, Nottiogham, liquidator. 

SALVADOR COFFEE EsTATEs, Co, Ltp. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 10, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Selwyn Robert Pryor, 148, Leadenhall st, liquidator, 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitsp 1m OmANOERY. 


GoUGH MANUFACTURING Co, L1p.—Creditors are required,on or before Jan 31, to send 
in the r names aud addresses and the particulars of their debts or elaims to G, H 
Tyler 43, Cannon st, Birmingham Thwaite, Birmingham, solor to the liquidator, 
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LAVEX, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 24, directed to be heard Jan 14, 
Arthur, 171, Queen Victoria st, solor for the petnrs. Notice of apyearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’ciock in the afternoon of Jan 13 


LIVERPOOL JuTE Goons AssocIATION, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan'16, 
to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Evan 
John Jones, 4°, Paradise st, Liverpool. Miller & Co, Liverpool, solors for th: 
liquidator. 


MESOPOTAMIA EXPLORATION (PARENT) SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required on or 
before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims to W. B. Pearson, 4, Suffolk st, Pall Mall Exst, liquidator ° 


METEOR Morors, Lrp.-—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 27, directed to b> heard 
Jan 14. Fielder & Co, 3 and 4, Lincoln's Inn fields, solors for te petnrs. Notice of 
aopearing must reach the above named not later than six o'-lock in the afternoon of 
Jan 13. 


BRIDGEHOLME Wa ,ApDING MANUFACTURING Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). —- 
Creditors are requested. on or before Jan 31, to send in their names and addresses, and 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Fredrec Cowley Smith, Central Offices, Buxton. 


WEsT SILKSTONE COLLIERY Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb’s or claims, to Allan 
Bradley, Burlington chmbrs, North st, Keigh'ey. Butterfield, Keighley, solor for the 
liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—TUBSDAY, Dec. 24. 
WEst AFRICAN CONCESSIONS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
NORMAN AND COLCLOUVGH, LTD 
Rosk AND HOLLEBONE, LTD 
TRINIDAD SOUTHERN OILFIELDS, LTD. 
GRAPELAX, LTD. 
RELIANCE BOND AND ASSURANCE CORPORATION OF HOLL, LtD. 
FE, A. IsHeRwoop & Co, Lrp. 
MARK MAYHEW, LTD. 
West END SAW MILLS Co, LTD. 
MAIKOP MUTUAL OIL TRANSPORT Co, LTD. (Amilgamation). 
STRETTO HILLS MINERAL WATER Co (1910), LTD. 
LAMP PUMP SYNDICATE, LTD. 
* ZARI,” LTD. 
SAMUEL ALLEN, LTD. 
PUPONGA COAL AND GOLD MINING Co (NEW ZEALAND), LTD. 
Motors, Lto. 
TOBACCO TRADING Co, LTD, 
SOUDAN DEVELOPMENT AND EXPLORATION (o, Lip. 
FINCHLEY AND District ROLLER SK\TING RINK Co, LTD. 
LIGHT RAILWAYS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
MEDIANA STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
NICHOLAS MERcER, LTD. 
PILoT Motors, Lrp. 
Bowen & PARTNERS, LTD. 
London Gazette.—FRivaY, Dec 27. 
ROBERT Brvosg, Ltp. 
ZEITLIN VACUUM SYNDICATE, LTD. 
SANTA ISABEL UNITED GoLp Miyes, Lrp. 
Heywoop & Massix, LTp. 
IpsTONES MINes, LTD. 
N. Vert, Ltp. 
INTERNATIONAL “Z"' LAMP ASSOCIATION, LTD. 
GAZA RUBBER AND TRADING SYNDICATE, LTD. (Reconstruction), 
Ipswich TEMPERANCE HoretL Co, Lrp. 
ARCHITECTURAL UNION Co, LTD. 
ALNMERE STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. (Amalgamation). 
Conpac Motor Depdét, Lrp. 
HAZELHOLME MINING Co, LTD. 
Joun A. GUTTRIDGE, LTD. 
GWALIA CONSOLIDATED, LTD. (Reconstrustion). 
IRISH INDUSTRIAL MINERALS, LTD. 
ARCHER BrRoTuERs, Lrp. 
ARARAQUARA Estates Co, Lip. 


London Gazette.—Tugs DAY, Dec. 31. 
Wuirmore & Co, Lrp, 
B&GISTER ADVERTISERS, LTD. 
Carre & Simpson, Lrp. 
MESOPOTAMIA EXPLORATION (PARENT) SYNDICATE, LTD. 
A, 8. L., Lip. 
Von TILZER Music Co, Lrp. 
GOUGH MANUFACTURING Co., Lrp. 
LONDON VENTURE CoRPORATION, LTD, (Reconstruction. 
BAcos, LTD. 
LIVERPOOL JUTE GooDs AssoctaTion, LTD, 
IsTHMUS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
MAIKOr New Propvucsrs, Lrp. 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day ov Otarm, 


London Gazette,—TUESpay, Dec. 24. 


CALLAWAY, WILLIAM, Bournemouth Jan. 31 Simmons and Others v. Callaway and 
Others, Warrington, J. Haygarth, Westover Cambrs, Bournemouth 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 24. 


ANDERTON, ELIZA, Bingley, Yorks Feb1 Weatherhead & Knowles Bradford 

ARMSTRONG, GEORGE WILLIAM, Bournemouth Feb12 Gordon, Golden sq 

Bins, EDWARD, Moseley, Birmingham Feb 3 Mogford, Birmingham 

DREW, CHARLO(TE Ditron, Chartham, Kent Jan 7 Hallett & Co, Ashford 

EAGLES, Henry, Walsall Feb19 Evans, Walsall 

EVANS, MARTHA ANN, Tunbridge Wells Feb14 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

FRENCH, MARTHA JANE, Southampton Jan1 Barrow & Smith, Manchester 

GorTON, Jessey, Richmond, Surrey Jan 31 Smith & Burrell, Richmond 

GRAHAM, BEN, Huddersfield, Builder Feb 8 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 

HAWKES, HENRY, Kennington Park rd, Tailor Feb 6 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln's Inn 

elds 

HETHERINGTON, MATTHEW LEE, Bells Close, Northumberland, Butcher Jan 21, 
Richardson & Elder, Newcastle upon Tyne 

HILpitcH, ELizA ANN. Kimborley rd, La dor rd, Stockwell Feb 3 Burton & Son 
Bank Chambers, Blackfriars rd 

HILLYARD, Henry, Teignmouth Feb4 Tozer & Dell, Teignmouth 

HOWELL. MARTHA, Swansea Jan 18 Rowlan1s, Swansea 

HUMPHREYS, JAMES, West Birmingham Feb 6 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

HURLEY, i CALLOW, Lisvane, Glam, Shipowner Jan 31 Robertson, But? Docks, 
Cardiff 

NEWLANDS, JOHN BUCHANAN, Bognor Jan 25 God lard, Clements inn, Strand 

PARRISS, JOHN WILLIAM, Willesden In, Middlesex Jan 25 Sawbridge & Son, Alderman- 
bury 

PLATFORD, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Sale, Chester, Law Stationer Jan 31 Boote & Dutton, 
Manchester 

POUNTNEY, JOHN BEARD, Thorne St Andrew, Norfolk Jan 24 Bignold & Co, Norwich 

Rove, MARY ANN,Southport Feb14 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 

SCHLO*s, DAVID FREDERICK, Hornton ct, Kensington Feb 28 Tamplin & Co, Fen 
church st 

SMITH, HARRY SYDNEY, Lofting rd, Barnsbury Jan 3l Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

SMITH, MARGARET, Freartor, Yorks Jan 2 Kirby & Son, Harrogat;3 

THORP, PHILIP, Fulwood, nr Preston Jan 21 Shuttleworth & Dallas, Preston 

WALLACE, WILL'AM CAMPBELL, South Yarra, Victoria Jan19 Snow & Co, Great § 
Thomas Aposile 

WALTER, CHARLES, Folkestone Feb 6 Durham & Chariton, Kingston on T hames 


London Gazette--FRIDAY, Dec. 27. 


BAILEY, ELIZABETH, Royton, nr Oldham Jan24 Taylor, Oldham 

BAILY. JoHN Ronert, Twickenham, Coach Plater Jan 31 Maskell & Nisbet, John st, 
Bedford row 

BALGuUY, ALICE MARY, West Kensington mans, West Kensington Jan 31 Petch & 
Co, Bedford row 

Bond, JOHN SAMUEL, Berkhamsted, Herts Jan 30 Neale, Temple House, Temple av 

COWDELL, ALFRED WILLIAM, Torquay, Solicitor Jan 27 Cowdell & Chamberlayne, 
Torquay 

Cowre, Ema Euiza, Cricketfield rd, Clapton Feb 4 Laytons, Budge row 

CuRTIS, MARY ANN, Rayleigh, Essex Jani17 Jefferies & Co, Southend on Sea 

GARDINER, JOSEPH, South Croxted rd, Dulwich Feb 15 Armstrong, Mostyn rd, 
Brixton 

GELDART, Rev JAMES, Westbury sub Mendip, nr Wells, Somerset Feb 22 Nalder, 
Shepton Mallet 

GOoDHART, CHARLOTTE AMELIA, Chester Jan 25 Moore & Currey, Knightrider st 

Hopson, EMMA, Florenc: rd, Upp r Holloway Jan 31 Paines & Co, St Helen's pl 

JOHNSON, JOHN, Cuerdley, nr Widnes, Lance, Farmer Jan13 Kuoowles, Widues 

LeEere, THOM .:S, Malton, Yorks, Ironmonger Feb i Pearson & Co, Malton, Yorks 

NEIL, Louisa, Gowan rd, Willesden Greea Jan 24 Pares, Great Mariborough st 

POOL8, WILLIAM EDWARD, Bristol, Baker Jan15 ‘ ollins, Bristol 

RAMSEY, SARAH ANN, Yarm, Yorks Jan 31 Archer & Co, St»ckton on Tees 

Rose, #LIZAB~TH, Malton, Yorks Feb1 Pearson & Co, Malton 

RIPPINGTON, CREWS, Beckenham, Kent Jan 31 Carpenter & Sons, Laurence Pountney la 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Dec. 31. 


BeETHAM, HENRY, High Ackworth, Yorks Feb5 Moxon & Barker, Pontefract 
CHASE, ELLEN, Blackheath Feb15 Dalston & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Cook, TIMOTHY, Matley, nr Hyde, Chester Jan 25 J & P Hibbert, Hyde 
Day, ——- Ear:s Barton, Northampton, Farmer Feb 3 Burnham & Co, Welling: 
roug 
HAYES, JOSEPH, Wilmslow, Chester, Farmer Jan 31 Domakin & Co, Manchester 
JowertTtT, LorpD, Bradford Jan 21 Walker, Bradford 
LAUGHTON, ELIZABETH JANE, Tickhill, Yorks Feb1 Taylor & Capes, Doncaster 
LEATHAM, ELIZaBETrH AGNES, Durham, forthwith to Stokoe, Durham 
MOORE, HARRIETT, Hastings Feb 1 Chalinder & Herington, Hastings 
oe MAXWELL MARGARET, Rickmansworth Jan 21 Gregson & Sharman, 
iverpool 
Nott, BENJAMIN, Mount Bures, Essex, Farmer Feb 3 Beaumont & Son, Coggesha!! 
PLATT, ALGERNON JOHN FREDERICK, Barnby Manor, nr Newark, Nottingham Feb l4 
Gadsden & Pennefather, Bedford 10w 
SEDDALL, ELLEN, Brighton Feb1 Hunter & Haynes, New sq, Lincoln's inn 
SHARP, Ropert Hoop, Heaton Moor, Lancs Feb 25 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Gceneees. Ay Bounces rd,Lower Edmonton Jan24 Munton & Co, Temple chmbrs, 
emple av 
WILLIAMS, ANN, Mansfield, Nottingham Jan31! Alcock, Mansfield 
WILSON, ALFRED EDWARD, Small Heath, Birmingham Feb 1 Johnson & Co, Birming- 


ham 
Youne, Henry THomAs, Loampit hill, Lewisham Feh7 Kearsey & Co, Cannon st 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Buc, Jack Hopegs, Ramagate Canterbury Pet Nov 29 
Ord Dec 20 } 

powyeR, FREDERICK Davip, Kennett, Cambs, Farmer 
Cambridge Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

BorFoRD, WILLIAM HENRY MARSDEN, Linthorpe, nr 
Middlesbrough, Steelworks Clerk Middlesbrough 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

BUNKALL, BENJAMIN JOSEPH, Downham Market, Norfolk, 
Saddier King’s Lynn Pet Dec18 Ord Dee 18 

BURNS, JAMES, and WILLIAM SPéDDING, Angel ct, Throg- 
morton st, Stock Brokers Whitehaven Pst Doc 9 
Ord Dec 20 

CARILL- WORSLEY, RALPH TINDAL, Portsea pl High Court 
Pet Ot 21 Ord Dec 20 





CLARK, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Cantley, Norfolk, Caterer 
Norwich Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 

CoaTES, RICHARD, Knaresborough, Whitesmith York -Pet | 
Dec 2) Ord Dec 20 

DAY, GEORGE ROBERT, Bugsworth, Derby, Clerk Stock- 
port Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

De FONTAINE, LOUIS BERTRAND, Ware, Herts, Engineer 
Hertford Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

DENTON, KEZIAH, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 20 

pe RIN, ANGELO HighCourt Pet Nov 18 

EDWARDS, SPaNCER, Barnstaple, Architect 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 20 

Foster, J W, Woodstock rd, Finsbury Park, Clerk 
Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 20 

FRANKFORT, ¥ 3S, Great James st, Importer 
Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 20 

GaRGin, JOHN WILLIAM, Great Yarmouth, Teacher 
Yarmouth Pet Dec 2u Ord Dec 20 

HARDCASTLE, ERNEST, Beckwithshaw, Yorks, 
York Pet Dec»0 Ord Dec 20 

Jarrvery, Harry, Cullercoats, Northumberland, Painter | 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

KgarcH, HAROLD, Littlestone, Kent, Boarding 
Keeper Hastings Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 20 

LOCKWOOD, CHARLES. Carleton Rode, Norfolk, Baker 
Norwich Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Lowgs, JOHN ROBERT, Witton Gilbert, Durham, Licensed 
Victualler Durham Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

ane, K, Piccadilly HighCourt Pet Oct8 Ord Dec 


Ord Dec 20 
Ord Dee 20 
Barnstaple 


High 
High Court 
Great 


Farmer 


House 


MONTI, GUISEPPE. Liverpool, Provision Dealer 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

MOULTON, J C, Chiswick Brentford Pet Oct7 Ord Dec 
20 


Nicks, KATR, Exeter Exeter Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

PINGEL, ALFRED TOM, Trelleck, Mon, Grocer Newport 
Mon Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 

PLANT, CAPTAIN W C T GG, Benares, India 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Dec 20 

REEDER, STEPHEN, Little Snoring, Norfolk, Grocer .Nor- 
Wich Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

RIDLEY, JONATHAN junior, Blyth, Northumberland 
reel Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 


Liverpool 


High Court 


1 

SAMPSON, WILLIAM, St Just in Penwith, Cornwall, Boot 
Maker Truro Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 

SPENCER, HOLMES CHENEY BENJAMIN, Grandborough., 
Warwick, Farmer Coventry vet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

SPINK, JOHN, Liverpo»l st, Land Agent High Court 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Dec 19 


SUART, ALFRED, Old Jewry, Shipowner High Court Pet | 


Dec 6 Ord Dec 19 

TiLNeY, HERBERT, Norwich, Tailor Norwich Pet Dec 21 
Ord Dec 21 

TOULMIN, MARIE FLORENTINE MINA, Puc'tingham Palace 
gdos High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 19 

Usher, JOHN JAMES, Tunbridge Wells, Ironmonger 

: Tunbridge Wells Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

VaLipus Non SkID MoTor Tyre Co, Victoria st High 
Court Pet Nouv 15 ord Dec 19 

WARWICK, H (Male), Piccadilly, Financial Agent High 
Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 19 . r 

WEEKS, FREDERICK WILLIAM GEORGE, Harp In, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 19 


| OVERMANN, FREDERICK HARNEY, 


Parliament hill mans, 


Wex, JuLivs ERNEsT PETER, 
High Court Pet 


Highgate. Manufacturer's Agent 
Nov 25 Ord Dec 19 / 

WILLIAMS, FRNEST FREDERICK, Fulham, Builder's Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Nov26 Ord Dec 19 


| WILLOWs, ERNEST THOMPSON, Birmingham, Aeronautical 


Eogineer Birmingham Pet June1 Ord Dec 20 
WILSON, CORNELIA, Holyhead, Licensed Victualler 
gor Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct4 : 
Eck, AUGUSTUS RICHARD, Bowes Park, Middlx 
Pet May 6 Ord Oct2 


Ban- 


Edmonton 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

BANKS, JOHN NORMAN BABTHORPE, Morecambe, Lancaster, 
Retired Farmer Jan 3 at 1i.30 Off Rac, 13, Winckley 
st, Preston 

BEARD, JOHN THOMAS, Wilmslow, Cheshire, Grey Cloth 
Merchant Jan3at3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

BENFORD, JOSEPH, Northampton, Coal Dealer Jan 7 at 1z 
Off Rec, Tne Parade, Northampton 


| BRADLEY, Henry, Killamarsh, Derby, Grocer Jan 1 at 1 


Off Rec, 4, Castile pl, Park st, Nottingham 

BURFORD, WILLIAM HENRY MARSDEN, Linthorpe, nr 
Middlesbrou:h, Steelworks Clerk Jan 8 at 11.30 Oj 
Kec, Court chmoprs, Albzrt rd, Midd'esbrough 

BYWATER, ALFRED EDWARD, Fieetwood, Lancs, Grocer 
Jan3atll off Rec, i3, Winckley st. Preston 

CARILL-WORSLEY, RALPH TINDAL, Portsea pl Jan 7 at 12 
Bankruptcy blidgs, Carey st 

CHAPMAN, CHARLES, Erith, Fitter Jan 1 at 3 
st, Rochester 

CLAYTON, GEORGE SAVILE, Humshaugh, Northumberland 
Jan3at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley +t, Newcastle upon 
tyne 

COATES, Ric TaARD, Knaresborough, Whitesmith Jan 10 
at 3.15 Off Rec, :he Red House, Daucombe pl, York 

COULSELL, CONSTANCE MABEL, Buxton 
Rec, 6, Vernon st. Stockport 

DAY, GEORGE ROBERT, Bugesworth, 
Jan 3 at 11.30 Of Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stockp ort 

DENTON, KezIAH, Kirkstall, Leeds Jan 6 atll Off Rec, 
24, Bond st. Leeds 

DE RIN, ANGEL® 

EDMUNDS, TeIRZA MAY, Saltley, Birmingham Jan & at 
11.30 Ruskin chmb-s, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 


115, High 





Jan 3 at ll Off 
| 
Derbyshire, Clerk | 


SpENceR, HoLMEs CHENEY BENJAMIN, Grandborough, 
Warwick, Farmer Jan 3 at 12 Off Rec, 8, High st 
Coventry 

SPINK, JOHN, Liverpool st, Land Agent and Surveyor Jan 
7 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

STAPLETON, Harry, Nottingham, County Court Bailiff 
Jan 1 at 11.30 Od Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Not- 
tingham 

SUART, ALFRED, Old Jewry, Shipowner Jan 6at1l Bank- 
rupicy bldgs, Carey st 

TeaGug, GeorGE HeERsERT, Wallington, Surrey fan 1 
at 11.3) Off Rec, 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


rd 

THOMPSON, ROSANNA ANDERSON, Stonehouse, nr Stroud, 
Glos Jan 8at3.30 Imperial Hotel, Stroud 

TOULMIN, MARIE FLORENTINE MINA, Buckingham 
Palace, gins Jan7at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

UsHER, JOHN JAMES, Tunbridge Wells, Ironmonger Jan 
lat 2.30 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

VALIDUS NoN Skip Moror Trrk Co, Victoria st jJan 6 
at 12.30 Bankrupocy bldgs, Carey st 

WARWICK, H (Male), Piccadilly Financial Agent Jan 7 
at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WEEKS, FREDERICK WILLIAM GEORGE, Harp In, Licensed 
Victualler Jan 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


Bt 
Wex, JuLIvUS ERNES¢ PETER, Margaret st, Manufacturer's 
Agent Janu 6 atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
WHITEHOUSE, JoHN, Oakham, nr Dudley, Farmer Jan 
lat 12 off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
WILLIAMS, ERNEST FREDERICK, Fulham, Builders’ Mer- 
caant Jan 7 at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
WILLIAMS, JOSEPH KOBERT, Llandudno, Grocer Jan 1 at 
12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


BAKER, WILLIAM, Stapleton, Bristo!, Wholesale Drugg t 
Bristol Pe. Nov8 Ord Dec 19 

BAMBER, THOMAS MELLING, Clithero, Salesman Black- 
vurn Pet Nov8 Ord Dee 21 

BANKS, JOHN NORMAN BABTHORP®, Morecambe, Lancs, 
Retired Farmer Preston Pet Novil Ord Dec 21 

BARTOLOTTI, GIUSEPPE, Piccadilly, Dealer in Precious 
stones High Court Pet Dec5 Ord D c18 


| Bowyer, FREDERICK DAvrp, Kennett, Cambs, Farmer 


Jan 6at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | 


EVANS, JAMES, Colwyn Biy. Denbigh, Provision Merchant | 


Jan 1at12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Fostex, J W, Wood tock rd, Finsbury Park, Clerk Jan 6 
at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FRANKFORT, F 8, Great James st, Importer 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

L[ARDCASTLE, ERNKST, Be kwithshaw, Yorks, Farmer 
Jan 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
York 

Hopes, WILLIAM, Elmstone, Hardwick, Glos, 
Jau 2 at 4 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

HOLDEN, JOHN WILLIAM, Blackpool, Monumental Mason 
Jan 3 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 


Jan 7 atil 


Farmer 


JEFFERY, HARRY, Cullercoats, Northumberland, Painter | 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon | 


Jan 3 at 11 
Tyne 

KEATCH, HAROLD, 
Keeper Jan 1 at 2 
Brighton 

LEIGH. MAuRIcEe, Ardwick, Manchester 
uff Rec, Byrom st, Mancheate- 

LUMLEY, R, Piccadilly Jan 6 at 11 
Carey st 

NASH, HueNRY, Barrow in Furness, Insurance Superinten- 
dent Jan 7 at 11.30 Uff Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 

NICKS, KATE, Exezer 
circus, Exeter 


Littlestone, Kent, Boarding Hou e 
Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 


Jan 3 at 2.3) 


3ankruptcy bidg:, 


Jan lat 3 Off Rec, 9, Bedford 

Wilmslow, Cheshir:, 
Architect Jan 3 at 3.30 Ovf Rec, Byrom st, Manches- 
ter 

PLANT, Capt W OC T G G, Benares, India Jan 7 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 





SAUNDERSON, JOHN WALKER, Louth, Engineer Jan 1 at | 


11 Ovf Rec, St Mary’s ch.obrs, Great Grimsby 
SIDDALL, WALTER. Sheffield Jan 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, Fig- 
tree In, Sheffield 


Cambridge Pet Dec 20 Ord Dev 20 

BUNKALL, BENJAMIN JOSEPH, Downham Market, Norfolk, 
Saddier King’s Lynn Pet Dec i8 Ord D:c 18 

BURFORD, WILLIAM HENRY MARSDEN, Li.thorpe, nr 
Miudlesbrough, Steelworks Clerk Middlesbrough 
Pet Dec 2) Urd Dec 20 

BurGEss, EpWARD, Addlestone, Surrey, Contractor 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 21 

CLARK, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Cantley, Norfolk, Caterer 
Norwich Pet Dee 19 Ord Dac 19 

COATES, RICHARD, Knaresborough, Yorks, Whitesmith 
York Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

DAY, GkoRGE ROBERT, Bugsworth, Derby, Clerk Stockport 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

DENTON, KEZIsH, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec20 Ord Dec 20 

EDMUNDS, THIRZA MAY, Saltley, Birmingham Birming- 
ham Pet Nov29 Ord Dec 2u 

HARDCASTLE, ERNEST, Beckwithshaw, Yorks, 
York Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

HOWLAND, SYDNEY JAMES, Cannon st, Manufacturer's 
Agent High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Dec 20 

James, VicTOR HOLLAND, Earls Coart gdns High Court 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Dec 21 

JEFFERY, Harry, Cullercoats, Nort iumberland, Painter 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec 18 urd Dec 18 

LEIGH, MAURICE, Ardwick, Manchester Manchester Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 2u 

Lockwoop, CHARLES, Carleton Rode, 
Norwich Pet Des 19 Ord Dec 19 

LOWES, JOAN* ROBERT, Witton Gilbert, Durham, Licensed 
Victualler Durham Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

MoLxEop, E 8, liford, Kssex, Mercantile Clerk Chelmsford 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Dec 19 

MONTI, GUISEPPE, Liverpool, Provision Dealer 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

NEWMAN, GEORGE HERBERT, Cornhill, Solicitor Cambridge 
Pet Juae 11 Ord Dec 21, 


Farmer 


Norfolk, B ker 


Liverpool 


| NICHOL, HENRY GROSE, Northwood, Middlx, Financiil 


Agent st Albans Pet May 24 Ord Dec 17 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED In 1880. 


MOORGATE STHABT, LONDYPDoW, 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTHRS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 
Suitabie Ciauses for insert:oa in Leases ur Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled oy Couasel, will be sent on 


PGOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


*pp'ic ation. 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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__ THE SOLICITORS? 


Jan. 4, 1913 





NICKS, KATE, Exeter Exeter Pet Dec 19 O1d Dec 19 

PINGEL, ALFRED Tom, Trelleck, Mon, Grocer 
Non Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

REEDER, STEPHEN, Little Snoring, Norfolk, Grocer 
wich Pct Dee 21 Ord Dec 1 

ROBINSON, CHARLES COLLINS, Whitechapel rd, 
High Court Pet Sept 27 Ord Doc 19 

SAMPSON, WILLIAM, St Just in Penwith, Cornwall, Boot- 
maker Truro Pet Dec2) Ord Dec 20 

SPENCER, HOLMES CHENEY BENJAMIN, Grandborough, 
Farmer Coventry Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

TAPPENDEN, CHARLOTTE ANN, Glengarry rd, East Dulwich 
High Court Pet Sept 16 Ord Dec 19 

TEAGUE, GEORGE HERBERT, Wallington, Surrey 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 19 

TILNEY, HERBERT, Norwich, Tailor 
Ord Dee 21 

WILSON, CORNELIA, Holyhead 
Dec 21 


Nor- 


Builder 


Croydon 


Norwich Pet Dec 21 


Bangor Pet Dec21 Ord 


Amended Notice substituted for that published 
in the London Gazette of Sept 13: 
MAURICE FESTOPSKY, Smith st 
High Court Pet Jaly 19 Ord 


FESTOPSKY, ISAAC, and 
Mile End, Dairymen 
Sept Il 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


eTLey, Croydon 


Adjud July 


MAXWELL, South Godstone, Surrey 
25,1908 Annul Dec 12, 1912 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 27. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AINSWORTH, HAROLD, Churwell, nr Leeds, Tailor Wake- 
field Pet Decv3 Ord Dec 23 
Briaes, CHARLES HARRISON, Darfield, 
Barns'ey Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 
BYRN®, THOMAS, Heswall, Chester, Stevedore 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Dec 2 
EVANS, THOMAS, Golden Grove, Carmarthenshire, Mason 
Carmarthen Pet Dee 23 Ord Dec 23 
Horr, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne Contractor 
c.stle upon Tyne Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 23 
Houston, JAMES, Branksome, Dorset, Builder Poole Pet 
Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 
KELLY. MARGARET, Hounslow 
Ord Dee 23 
KNOWLES, HENRY 
Dec 23 Ord Dee 23 
MATHEW, WILLIAM MURRAY, 
Carmarthen Pet Nov2s Ord Dec 
PEARSON. ROBERT, Scarborough, Artist 
Dec 23 Ord Dec 
READE, HARRY, anc 
hampton, House 
Dec 23 Ord Dee 28 
ROBERTS, RoOeertT, Leigh, Lance 
Bolton Pet Dec Ord Dee 23 
SHALSON. BENJAMIN, Cardiff, Merchant 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 
TAYLOR, GEORGE, Newcastle upon 
Victualler Newcastie upon Tyne 
Dec 23 


Yorks, Builder 


Liverpool 


New- 


Brentford Pet Dec 23 


Bonsall, Derby, Carter Derby Pet 


Laugharne, Carmarthen 
23 

Scarborough Pet 
WHITTINGHAM, Wolver 
Wolverhampton Pet 


WILLIAM 
Dec. rators 


Grocer’s Assistant 


Tailor Cardiff 
Tyne, Licensed 
Pet Deo 23 urd 


THORNHILL, JOHN THOMAS, Littleport, Cambs, Butcher 
Cambridge Pet Dec Ord Dec 23 

WILLIAMS, JoHN, Ammanford, Carmarthenshire, 
Carmarthen Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 


Collier 


FIRST MERTINGS, 


AINSWORTH, HAROLD, Churwell, nr Leeds, Tailor Jan 6 
atill Off Ree, 21, King st, Wakefield 

Bien, Jack Hopors, Ramsgate Jan 4 at 12 
OSA, Castile st, Canterbury 

KNOWLES, Henry, Bonsall, Derby, Carter Jan 6 at 8 
Rec, Court House, 20, St Peter's churchyard, Derby 

PINGEL, ALFRED ToM, Trelleck, Mon, Grocer Jan 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Reape, HARRY, and WILLIAM WHITTINGHAM, Wolver- 
hampton, House Decorators Jan 8at12 Off Rec, 30, 
Lichtield st, Wolverhampton 


Off Rec, 


Off 


JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


AINSWORTH, HAROLD, Churwell, nr Leeds, Tailor 
field Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

Bien, JACK Hopers, Ramsgate 
Ord Dec 23 

Briacs, CHARLES HARRISON, Darfield, Yorks, 
Barnsley Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

EVANS, THOMAS, Golden Grove, Carmarthen, Mason Car- 
marthen Pet Dec 23 Ord Dev 23 . 

HINTON, THOMAS, Iscoyd, Flint, Farmer Nantwich Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Dec 23 

Houston, JAMES, Branksome, Dorset, 
Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

KNOWLES, HENRY, Bonsall, Derby, Carter Derby Pot Dec 
23 Ord Dec 23 

ROBERTS, ROBERT, Leigh, Lancs, Grocer’s Assistant Bol- 
ton Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

TAYLOR, GEORGE, Newcastle npon Tyne Licensed Vic- 
tualler Newcastle upon Tyue Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 
23 

THORNHILL, JOHN THOMAS, 
Cambridge Pet Desc 23 

PEARSON, ROBERT, Scarborough, 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

READE, HARRY, WHITTINGHAM 
hampton, House Decorators 
Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

SHALSON, BENJAMIN, Cardiff, Merchant Tailor 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Ammanford, Carmarthenshire, Collier 
Carmarthen Pet Dec 23 Ord Doc 23 


Newport, | 


Wake- 
Canterbury Pet Nov 29 


Builder 


suilder Poole Pet 


Littleport, Cambs, Butcher 
Ord Dee 23 

Artist Scarborough 
Wolver- 
Pet 


WILLIAM, 
Wolverhampton 


Cardiff 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Acton, Groroe, Ludlow, Salop, Coach Builder Leomins- 
ter Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec v3 

ALLSopp. Henry, Tipton, Haulier 
Ord Dec 23 

3AINRRIDGE, THOMAS WILLIAM, Darlington, Whitesmith 
Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

BATES, JosErH, Chesham, Bucks, Woodenware Manufac- 
turer Aylesbury Pet Dec 23 Ord Dee 23 

BROMLEY-WILSON, Sir MAURICE, Bart, Milothorpe, West- 
morland Kendal Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 21 

EvANS, WALTER, Fresteigne, Radnor, Posting House 
Contractor Leominster Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

GrLLesptr, JAMES, Beckenham, Kent Croyd»n Pet Dec 
23 Ord Dec 23 

Gammett, JOHN, and ARTHOR EDWARD HUSBAND, Corn 
Exchange chmbrs, Seething In, Corn Merchants High 
Court Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 

RypEr, Tom, Tunbridge Wells, Plumber Tunbridge Wells 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

SPEIGHT, THOHAS WILLIAM, Dewsbury, Architect Dews- 
bury Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 23 


Dudley Pet Dec 23 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


CocKSEDGR, THOMAS ABRAHAM BRYAN, Emsworth, Hants, 
Veterinary Surgeon Portsmouth Rec Ord June 29 
Rese Dec 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BAMBER, THOMAS MELLING, Clitheroe, Salesman Jan 
at 9.39 County Court house, Victoria st, Blackburn 

BRIGGS, CHARLES HARRISON, Darfield, Yorks, Builder 
Jan8 at 1030 Off Rec, County Court hal, Re zent 
st (Eastgate entrarce), Barnsley 

BULLYMORE, JOHN WALLACE. Brigstock, Northampton, 
Farmer Jan 10 at 11.40 Law Courts, Peterborough 

BUNKALL, BENJAMIN JosePda, Downham Mark-t, Norfolk, 
Saddler Jan8 at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

BYRNE, THOMAS, Heswal!l, Chester,Stevedore Jan 10 at 11 
Off Rec, 11, Dale st, Liverpooi 

CROSSLEY, WILLIAM, Carshalton, Surrey. Bank Clerk 
JanS8atil 132, York rd, Westminster Br dge rd 





203rd Year of the Office. The 
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Copaed from Poliey dated 170B 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
Heap Orrice: 


| N FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 

63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 

Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PLATE GLASS. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, 


District Manage;, - 





———— 

EDWARDS, SPENCER, Barnstaple, Architect Jan 8 at, 
94, High st, Barnstaple 

GILLESPIE JAMES, Beckenham, Kent 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

GRIMMETT, JOHN, and ARTHUR EDWARD HUSTAND, Corg 
Exchange chmbrs, Seething In, Corn Merchants Jan 9 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Houston, JAMES, Branksome, Builder Jan 8 at 239 
Arcade chmbrs (first floor), Bournemouth 

JOHNSON, HARRY WATTS, Potters Bar, Herts, Surveyor 
Jan 9 at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lockwoop, CHARIS, Carleton Rhode, Norfolk, Baker 
Jan 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

LOWES, JOHN RoBERT, Witton Gilbert, Durham, Licensed 
Victualler Jan 8 at 2.30 Off Rec,3, Manor pl, Sunder. 
land 

MONTI, GUISEPPE, Liverpool, Provision Dealer Jan 8 aty 
Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

Muncry, ALBERT JAMES, Bedford, Baker Jan 10 at 2 
Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

NEWTON, GEORGE, Car Colston, Notts, Farmer Jan 8 atij 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

PEARSON, ROBERT, Scarborourh, Artist Jan 13 at4 Of 
Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

RIDLEY, JONATHAN, jun, Blyth, Painter Jan 10 at 12 of 
Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

ROBERTS, RoBERT, Leigh, Lancs, Grocer’s Assistant Jan 
9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

RypDER, Tom, Tunbridge Wells, Plumber Jan 9 at 2.99 
Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

SAMPSON, WILLIAM, St. Just in Penwith, Cornwall, Boot 
Maker Janilatil Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

SPEIGHT, THOMAS WILLIAM, Dewsbury, Architect Jan 
8 atll Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dews 
bury 

TAYLOR, GEORGE, Newcastle upon Tvwne, Licensed Victa- 
aller Janlvat 11 Off Rec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

TILNEY, Hersert, Norwich, Tailor Jan 8at1 Off Ree, 

Station 


Jan 8 at 11.30 132, 


8, King st, Norwich 
WItson, CORNELIA, Holyhead Jan 10 at 2.30 
Hotel, Holyhead 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ACTON, GEORGE, Ludlow, Salop, Coach Builder Leominster 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

ALLSopP, HENRY, Tipton, Staffs, Haulier, Dudley Pet 
Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

BAINBRIDGE, THOMAS WILLIAM, Darlington, Whitesmith 
Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

BATES, JosEPH, Chesham, Bucks, Woodenware Manu 
facturer Aylesbury Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

CLARKE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, JOHN PETER ROELOFSE, 
and Prrek KLUSSMAN, Eastcheap High Court Pet 
Nov 2 Ord Dec 24 

EVANS, WALTER, Presteigne, Radnor, Posting Honse Con- 
tractor Leominst-r Pet Dee 23 Ord Dec 23 

FosTer,JOHN WILLIAM, Woodstock rd, Finsbury Park, 
Clerk High Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 24 

RosSNER, CHARLES, Oxford st High Court Ord Dee 2% 

SAVILLE, A, Westcliff on Sea, Essex High Court Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Dee 23 

Soper, WILLIAM HARRY, and WILLIAM WERZER BENNETT, 
V ctoris st Hizh Court Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 2% 

TWEEDALE, BERNARD AITKEN, Conduit st High Court 
Pet Oct 5 Ord Dec 23 

WELCH, LANGLEY SHERGOLD, Bexhill, Skating Rink Pro 
prietor HighCourt Pet Oct 14 Ord Dec 23 

West, Victor CARTER, New Oxford st, Journalist High 
Court Pet Sept 11 Ord Dec 23 

WEX, JULIUS ERNEST PETER, Parliament Hill mans, High 
gate, Manufacturer's Agent High Court Pet Nov % 
Ord Dec 23 ‘ 

WILLIAMS, ERNEST FREDERICK, Wandsworth Bridge 
wharf, Fulham, Builders’ Merchant High Court Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Dec 27 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 6, 1911 


KER-SEYMER, HORACE VERE CLAY, Dover st, Westminster 
High Court Pet July 4 Ord Oct 4 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LimiTeD. 





Every description of Printing. 
FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 
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AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 
ay heet. 
ooo ow O 8 
Per 20 foliats 
per folio. 
per sheet, 
ove ose «« 0 32 per folio, 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per Draft, $d. ditto 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3a. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Farnival-street, Holborn, BG 
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